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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tur ATTORNEY-GENERAL announced on Thursday 
evening, in the House of Commons, that on the passing 
of the Bill now before Parliament, the new judge would 
beappointed without delay. There appears every prospect 
that the Bill will be passed before Whitsuntide, and, 
looking at the sittings paper of the Chancery Division, 
his appointment at an early day is certainly most desir- 
able. Last Easter the list contained 415 causes; now 
it contains 602. Meanwhile, it may be assumed that 
the new Legal Departments Commission will be at work. 
The most urgent business of the commission will be to 
settle whether it is necessary to appoint chief clerks for 
the new judge, and to consider the proposal that all the 
existing chief clerks should be amalgamated in such a way 
as to make them chief clerks of the Chancery Division rot 
attached to any particular judge, and taking the chamber 
business in rotation. The details of the proposal have 
not been made public, and have probably not been 
reduced to any settled form. Although presenting 
some difficulties, these could doubtless, by care and 
labour, be so dealt with as to avoid confusion. Wecon- 
fess, however, we can hardly see how one objection to 
detaching the chief clerks from the judges can be 
satisfactorily overcome. At present the judge and 
the chief clerk have full knowledge between them of all 
that has previously taken place in the action, and the 
chief clerk possesses his notes of what has been done at 
chambers. Under the proposed system a chief clerk 
would take actions from all the branches of the division 
indiscriminately, so that, in order that a Vice-Chancellor 
may know what has been done in an action marked 
for him, there must either be a transfer from one chief 
clerk to another of his notes in the particular action, or 
the judge must go about from one chief clerk to another 
an arrangement which would place all the judges of the 
Chancery Division, to some extent, on the same footing 
as their new brother, the journeyman judge. 





Tue ANNounceMENT in the Gazette that the Queen’s 
birthday would be kept on the 2nd of June reminds us 
that for many years it was the custom for the Lord 
Chancellor, under consolidated ord. 5, r. 6, to direct 
the Queen’s birthday to be kept as a general holiday in 
the Court of Chancery. ‘The 61st ord. under the 
Judicature Act, which seems intended, as applied to the 
Supreme Court, toreplacethe rule abovereferred to, makes 
no provision for closing the courtsand officeson special days 
such as the Queen’s birthday, and accordingly no order was 
made last year for observing the day. But we humbly 
submit that it would be desirable either to make a 
a rule authorizing the observance of the day as a 

liday, or to tether certain learned judges to the bench. 

re pr a Vice-Chancellor appeared in all the glories of 
® full-bottomed wig, and after a transitory sojourn on the 
of exactly three minutes, veiled his glories from 
mortal eye and was no more seen till next day. Andin 





another court, counsel, solicitors, and witnesses were: 
present but the judge was not; and when the judge.was 
subsequently present, counsel, solicitors, and witnesses 
were not; so the learned judge went home, doubtless 
blessing her Majesty ; and let us hope counsel, solicitors, 
and suitors followed his example in the latter respect. 





An AMERICAN LEGAL JouRNAL prints a letter written by 
the Lord Chief Justice of England to Judge Dillon, in 
which the following passage occurs :— 

“T pray you to believe that the respect paid by the 
jurists of the United States to the authorities of this 
country, in regard to the law which both nations have 
derived from a common source, is most cordially recipro- 
cated. There is scarcely a discussion of any importance 
in which American decisions and American authors are 
not cited, and the judgments and dicta of a Marshall or a 
Story are familiar to us as those of a Mansfield or an 
Ellenborongh. May this ever beso! While, as an 
Englishman, I desire that a community of origin and a 
community of interests (when the latter are: properly 
understood) should draw the two nations closer and closer, 
as a lawyer I could wish that a common jurispr 
should assist to cement the bonds of international amity,”’ 


We have no desire to criticize harshly so graceful and 
admirable an expression of friendly feeling, and no 
lawyer would speak without respect of American deci- 
sions, but is not this going a little too far as to their 
authority? In some branches of law familiar at 
Westminster American decisions are, no doubt, quoted 
and relied on; although, even as to these, the practice is 
of somewhat recent date: see the observations in the 
judgment of the Exchequer Chamber in Ralli v. Janson 
(6 E. & B. 422) in 1856, where the judges, after referring 
to American cases, are careful to state that they cite the 
“foreign authorities” only to show that “there is 
nothing in the general law merchant to sanction 
the proposition contended for by the plaintiffs.” But 
who ever heard American decisions cited on a ques- 
tion of real property law, criminal law, the law 
of landlord and tenant, or numerous Other branches 
of the law? And we imagine that the main use of 
cases from the American reports, even where they are 
most commonly used, is as a quarry from which 
counsel hew out arguments, the origin of which they do 
not always acknowledge. If a careful investigation were 
made of the admirable arguments which appear in the 
various law reports on certain branches of law, we have 
a strong suspicion that a Transatlantic parentage would 
be found for many of them. 





SruckprokEers may congratulate themselves on the 
testimony to their morality which is apparently borne by 
the law reports. Not since the case of Taylor v. Plumer 
(3 M. & 8. 562), decided by Lord Ellenborough in 1815, 
does any member of that calling seem to have so mis- 
behaved himself by appropriating to his-own purposes 
money coming to his hands in the course of his duties 
as to call for a definition of the nature of the remedy of 
the wronged client. A captious person might, indeed, 
suggest that the absence of modern decisions on the 
point is due, not to the immaculate conduct of the brokers, 
but to the law having been considered as so clear that 
nobody ever thought it worth while to discussit. It 
has, however, recently been considered in the case 
of In re Strachan, Ex parte Cooke (25 W. R. 
171, L. R. 4 Ch. D. 123), and one of the judges 
even expressed himself as regarding the matter as a 
difficult or doubtful one. A trustee instructed a broker 
to sell out some consols, part of the trust estate, and buy 
railway stock. ‘The broker sold the consols and paid the 
proceeds in to his bankers’ to his own account. Before 
the purchase of the railway stock was completed the 
broker went into liquidation. The creditors in the liqui- 
dation claimed the whole balance at the bankers’ as a 
part of the broker’s general estate. But the vendor of 
consols contended that so much of it as could be proved 
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to consist of the proceeds of the consols belonged to him 
‘as having been money intrusted to the broker for a specific 
purpose, The Court of Appeal decided in favour of the ven- 
dor, primarily on the ground that the vendor was a trustee 
and the money came to the broker’s hands with notice of 
the trust affecting it. But whilst Sir R. Baggallay said 
that that was the only principle on which he could rest 
his decision, two members of the court (James, L.J., 
and Bramwell, J.A.) did not leave the matter there, but 
held expressly that the result would have been just the 
same if the vendor had been the absolute owner, for 
that the position of broker and client in respect of 
the moneys produced by the consols was not a simple 
relation of debtor and creditor, but was a fiduciary 
relation, by virtue of which the client remained the 
owner of the moneys notwithstanding they were in the 
hands of the broker, and could consequently claim them 
if they could be identified. It was argued that 
thus to treat the broker as a trustee, instead 
of regarding him as owner of the moneys, sub- 
ject to a personal obligation to buy the railway stock, 
‘was to reverse all current notions as to his liability; for 
instance, a broker as a trustee could plead, as a discharge 
from his liability, the accidental and unavoidable loss of 
the client’s money, as by the failure of the bank into 
which he had paid it. It can only be said that there is 
no reason why he should not so discharge himself, 
assuming him to have acted within the strict lines of his 
duty in paying inthe money. But if he so paid it in 
when he ought to have paid it to his client, or if, 
instead of paying it in as the client’s money, he mixed 
it in one account with his own, he would be under the 
same liability to which a trustee is subject who neglects 
to perform his duty. That, for the convenience of 
-business, brokers do, in fact, treat as their own money 
received on sales of stock, is the greater reason for calling 
attention to the fact that it is not their own, and that 
they have no legal right to deal with it as though it were. 





Sir H. M. Jackson’s Bill with reference to costs (ante, 
p. 334) passed the House of Commons on Tuesday last. 

On Tuesday, the 8th of May, Mr. Herschell, Q.C., 
M.P., will call attention in the House of Commons to the 
state of the criminal law, and move that, in the opinion 
of the House, it ought to be embodied in a code. 

At a meeting of the Law Amendment Society, to be 
held on Monday evening next, a paper by Gainsford 
Bruce, Esq., on “ A Proposal to extend the Jurisdiction 
which the Registrar of the Admiralty Division of the 
High Court of Justice, acting with the Assistance of 
Merchants, now exercises in Maritime Causes instituted 
in the Admiralty Division, to Maritime Causes instituted 
in other Divisions of the High Court,” will be read and 
discussed. The chair will be taken by Sir Travers Twiss, 

"Q.C., D.C.L. 

The Melbourne Argus states that the petition sent to 
Lord Carnarvon some eighteen months ago showed that 
members of the English and Irish Inns and Scotch 
advocates were admitted to the Bar of Victoria 


be accorded to the Victorian bar. Through the in- 
-strumentality of Mr. G. H. F. Webb, an eminent 
member of the colonial bar, the Inns have agreed to 
recognize the claims of the Victorian bar so far as to 
dispense with the examination, and to 
require attendance for six instead of twelve terms as a 
«preliminary to being called to the English bar. 





THE BANKRUPTCY BILL. 


IV. 


We shall now endeavour to sum up the conclusions we 
have reached upon this Bill. 

There is a very general agreement that the principle 
of the Act of 1869, of placing the control of matters in 
the hands of the creditors, is a sound one; but there 
exists an equally general impression that evils haye 
arisen in the administration of bankruptcy law under 
that Act. Those evils are of two classes, which should 
be carefully distinguished—defective provisions and de. 
fectively-worked provisions. The inefficient working of 
this last class has been mainly due to the utter careless- 
ness and want of interest shown by creditors ; and for 
this it is about as hopeless to legislate as it would be to 
pass an Act to provide that all shopkeepers shall be 
reasonably attentive to their customers. If self-interest 
will not suffice to make people careful and attentive 
nothing else will. 

But there are many provisions which are ad- 
mittedly defective. There is, in the first place, under 
the system of liquidation, far too little opportunity 
given for the creditors to acquire information as to 
the affairs of the debtor. How does the Bill deal 
with this matter? It omits the only really effective 
mode of insuring the possession of full data on which 
the creditors can deliberate as to the mode of winding 
up the affairs of their debtor, but it provides a new 
“preliminary meeting,” at which the debtor is to be 
present, but to which the creditors will come without 
knowledge of the state of his affairs. The Bill ignores 
the remedy we have always urged—and which has also 
been urged by so great an authority as Mr. Daniel, Q.C.,, 
the judge of three important Yorkshire bankruptcy 
courts—that the debtor should file a statement of his 
assets and the value at which he estimates them, verified 
by affidavit, within a few days of thefiling of the petition ; 
that copies of this list and statement should be fur. 
nished to any creditor, on his application, at a pre 
scribed charge, and that no meeting of creditors shall 
be held until this list and statement have been filed. 
The odd thing is that the Bill prescribes this very 
course in the case of deeds of arrangement. Within 
four days of the filing of the deed the debtor must file 
a list and statement such as we suggest. Why should 
he not do this in all cases? and what possible advantage 
can there be in providing for anew preliminary meeting, 
which the creditors, ignorant of the points on which the 
debtor should be interrogated, will never attend? They 
will most of them have already had sufficient acquaint- 
ance with the bodily presence of their debtor; and 
beyond increasing this acquaintance, it is difficult to see 
what they will gain by attending the “ preliminary meet- 
F ” 


inst another evil complained of under the present 
system the Bill also seems to provide a very insufficient 
remedy. It is undoubtedly the case at present that the 
provisions as to liquidations enable the debtor to exercise 
an improper influence over the resolutions at the first 
meeting. How does the Bill propose to remedy this 
evil? The time and place of holding the first meeting 
are no longer left to be fixed by the debtor. The first 
meeting will be summoned by the court and presided 
over by the registrar. This is a great improvement. But 
what provision is made for remedying the abuse of the 
system of proxies by enabling the debtor—as Mr. Daniel 
puts it—“ unduly to suppress inquiry by independent 
creditors, and to calculate almost be forehand whether 
he can carry such resolutions as he desires” ? Why, 
except as to one point, no provision is made at 
all, The trustee or receiver on whose behalf proxies 
are solicited is subjected to a possibility of losing 
his remuneration, but the provisions urged by the 
bankruptcy committee of last year—that restrictions 
should be placed on the use of proxies by creditors 
resident within a reasonable distance of the place of 
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meeting, and that, for the purpose of voting at the first 
meeting, no proxy should be appointed before the 
preliminary meeting—are deliberately discarded. Un- 
less the rules to be made under the Act should contain 
these restrictions, the result of the provisions of the new 
Bill, combined with the fact that the creditors will have 
to rely for their information as to the debtor’s affairs 
upon the statement produced by the debtor to the first 
meeting, will be, we think, to enable the debtor to retain 
even under the new system an undue influence over the 
proceedings at the first meeting. 

As to the costs of bankruptcy and the abuses com- 
mitted by trustees, the Bill will probably produce con- 
siderable improvement. It is satisfactory to observe 
that an accountant, in a letter printed in the City article 
of the Times, describes the scale of remuneration for trus- 
tees laid down in the Bill as “ so ridiculously low asin nine 
instances out of ten not to suffice to pay for the cost of 
earning it,” from which it may be concluded that the 
ingenious brethren of the writer do not see their way to 
any extensive pickings under the new provisions. If 
the Bill does nothing more than disestablish the pro- 
fessional trustee, who, as a Liverpool solicitor has well 
said, “is the offspring of the creditors’ indifference,” it 
will do much good. And as to trustees’ accounts, and 
with reference to the balance of the trustee in the bank, 
the Bill contains provisions which, though doubtless 
disagreeable to the professional persons aforesaid, will be 
acceptable to the rest of the public. 

What we mainly object to in the Bill is the utterly 
needless changes it introduces in a system which by 
numerous decisions has come to be tolerably well settled 
and understood. We maintain, and we think it will not 
me denied by unprejudiced persons, that the result of over 
six years’ experience of the working of the Act has been 
to show that, while grievous evils have arisen from cer- 
tain omissions in the Act, combined with the negligence 
of creditors in looking after their own interests, the 
general scheme of the Act has been proved to be satis- 
factory. Why, then, should a brand-new system be sub- 
stituted, which will have to be interpreted at the ex- 
pense of bankrupts’ estates ? And especially why should 
a system so certain to lead to litigation as that of deeds 
of arrangement be re-established ? 





In a case at the Central Criminal Court on Tuesday last, 
a witness was asked, in cross-examination, by Mr. Serjeant 
Ballantine—You went tothe Surrey Sessions and deliberately 
committed perjury ? Witness—Yes; and I hope the Lord 
Mayor and the jury will forgive me for doing so. 


On Friday week, on the vote of £120,325 for the new 
courts of justice, Sir H. James complained of the delay in 
the erection of these buildings. By the original contract 
‘they were to be finished in 1880, but it was quite evident 
from the little progress that had been made that the contract 
could not be fulfilled within the time, At the present 
moment, not only had no return been received for a very 

@ expenditure, but the administration of justice was 

lequate from the want of proper buildingsfor its adminis- 
tration, and the evil every year would become more 
aggravated. If the contractors could not fulfil their con- 
tract, the penalties ought to be enforced or the contract 
determined. Mr. Gerard Noel said the hon. and learned 
member was quite justified in expressing dissatisfaction at 
the slow progress made with the building, but lately the 
pesreee made had been more satisfactory, and the evidence 
of this was the fact that there had been a supplementary 
estimate for £40,000 to provide the money required for 
Work that had been done. The administrative offices 
would be completed by the spring of next year. It would 

& strong measure to enforce the penalties, but the ex- 

lency of doing so would be taken into consideration, and 

endeavour would be made to force on the building as 
Tapidly as possible. Mr, Gregory urged as an additional 
ware for expediting the completion of the buildings the loss 
of the rates that had been paid by the displaced buildings, and 
© impossibility of harmonizing the branches of our jndica- 
system without them. 





General Curresponvernee. 


Ricuts or CoMMONERS INTER SE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 

Sir,—With regard to the question raised by your 
correspondent “X. Y. Z.,” I believe that there is no 
authority for the proposition that, when the lands held 
by the freeholders of a manor claiming common of 
pasture greatly exceed in extent and fertility the waste 
over which the common is claimed, each freeholder’s 
right is, as between himself and the other freeholders, 
limited by reference to the fact that the pasture is not 
sufficient for all the commonable cattle, levant and 
couchant, on all the tenements. Such a proposition is 
directly contrary to the numerous authorities which 
show that the right is to be estimated by reference to 
the capacities of the dominant tenement. Anditis to be 
observed that, notwithstanding the insufficiency of the 
pasture for the support of all these cattle during the 
whole time of the year in which it is beneficial to turn 
out, there is nothing to prevent each commoner getting 
his fair share of it ; for if each turns out to the full ex- 
tent of his right, the pasture will simply last a shorter 
time or will the sooner require to be supplemented 
by other food. Nevertheless, the inconvenience of each 
securing his fair share under such circumstances is 
manifest ; and to obviate it the free tenaris at the court 
baron were in the habit of making bye-laws for regula- 
ting the exercise of the right as between themselves. 
Instances of such bye-laws occur in Warrick v. Queen’s 
College (18 W. R. 719, L. R. 10 Eq. 107) and in Fall v. 
Byron (25 W. R. 317, L. R. 4 Ch. D. 673). But the 
limitations which were thus from time to time imposed 
on the enjoyment of the right had no permanent effect 
in abridging the right itself; and, now that courts 
baron are for all practical purposes dead and buried, it 
is difficult to see what is to prevent each commoner 
taking all he can get without regard to the interests of 
the rest. This fact probably led to the provision re- 
lating to the adjustment of rights of commoners 
contained in section 4, sub-section 1, of the Commons 
Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vict. c. 56), whereby the Inclosure 
Commissioners are authorized to entertain applications 
for provisional orders determining the persons by whom, 
the stock by which, and the times at which, a common of 
pasture over a manorial waste is to be exercised. 

F. G. 





County Court Extension AND THE Brock at Nist 
Privs. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—Mr. Manley Wetherfield calls attention, in a 
letter to your journal of the 3lst ult., to three most 
important matters in connection with this subject. He 
suggests that a power should be given to either party to 
apply at any time at chambers for an order to try or 
transfer any action up to £100. 

He considers that the power under the Judicature Act 
of stopping wholly undefended actions is most valuable, 
and that for non-contentious or undefended actions the 
High Court is very preferable to the covnty court, being 
both quicker and cheaper. 

On the last point the facts and figures he gives are 
conclusive, and need no comment. 

It is clearly, therefore, the duty of solicitors to com- 
mence actions in which they do not anticipate a real 
defence in the High Court, and they do so, and will, no 
doubt, continue to do so; but the argument that has 
been drawn from this, that suitors and solicitors really 
prefer the cost of assize trials, &c., to the simple pro- 
ceedings of a county court fails altogether. 

My own experience, and the unanimous opinion I have 
heard expressed by other members of the profession, 
entirely confirms that of your correspondent as to the 











456 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





April. 14, 1877, 








SS 
value of the power recently given to the High Court to 
stop undefended actions, and it is much to be hoped 
that this power will not “be interfered with by any of 
those alterations by which-uniformity and certainty of 
practice—in my opinion, the two things of all others to 
be desired in the interests of the public—are so frequently 
sacrificed to the mere love of change. 

Upon Mr. Wetherfield’s other suggestion, however, I 
would ask, Why should £100 or any other pecuniary 
limit be adopted as to the cases with the trial of which 
our county court judges should be trusted ? 

My own experience—thirty years of rather extensive 
practice, both in the superior and county courts—is 
that the difficulty in arriving at correct conclusions upon 
the issues of fact arising for dccision in common law 
actions is in an inverse ratio to the amountinvolved. In 
large transactions difficult questions of law may arise, but 
the facts are, for the most part, well authenticated by 
evidence. The man who gives £500 for a pair of carriage 
horses usually secures evidence of the price and warranty. 
No one lends £1,000 or even £100 without plenty of 
evidence of the loan. It is the small illiterate farmer 
or tradesman who buys a horse of a sharp horsedealer, 
or lends a neighbour a five-pound note, without any 
writing, and without calling the attention of any one in 
particular to the transaction, that gives trouble to the 
courts of law, and the complicating evidence in these 
cases requires careful direction to the jury, while the 
result of the trial is of far more real importance to the 
small farmer or tradesman individually concerned than 
to the gentleman or merchant, and, I should contend, 
therefore of equal importance to the public at large. 

I would suggest that the power proposed should be 
for either party to apply in any case, irrespective of the 
amount involved, or, at all events, in any case of contract, 
to try the issues of fact in the county court, but I think 
it would be better still if all issues of fact were set 
down in the first instance for trial in such county court 
as the plaintiff should consider the most convenient, 
subject, of course, to removal to any other county court, 
or into the High Court, on sufficient grounds shown. It 
appears to me that this would effect what is proposed to 
be effected by new district county courts with judges at 
much increased salaries, and there would not be the 
inconvenience that always attends the establishment of 
new courts, and new county court judges could be 
appointed where and when it was found that they were 
required. It seems to be assumed by writers in the 
London press that the decisions of the county court 
judges are unsatisfactory, and that suitors only take 
them because they can get no better. My experience 
entirely contradicts this, and I have watched the working 
of these courts from their first institution. 

Being new courts, all the officers at first were new to 
their work. The Acts of Parliament regulating them 
were as usual crude and ill-drawn, and the rules 
regulating their practice no better. Business not 
contemplated at their institution was thrust sud- 
denly upon them from time to time; but, above 
all, the costs allowed to the successful litigant were, 
and are, much more favourable to him in the superior 
courts, and wholly inadequate in the county court. 
With all these unavoidable disadvantages some dis- 
satisfaction has been felt, no doubt; but such dissatis- 
faction has been, I believe, with the courts, not the 
judges; and that dissatisfaction is, I also believe, fast 
dying out. The judges have, I believe, with few 
exceptions, been very highly respected; and the proof, 
not to be controverted, that their part of the work has 
generally given satisfaction to the suitors, and advocates 
practising before them, is to be found in the smallness 
of the number of appeals from their decisions in pro- 
portion to the cases tried. 

The present judges of the county courts are, I think, 
quite equal to the trial of the generality of issues of 
fact tried at the assizes; and if the suggestion above 
made were adopted, we should, at all events, be spared the 





exhibitions that too frequently take place at the assizes. 
of causes.coming down for trial, with hundreds of 
pounds, perhaps, spent in counsel’s fees and on witnesses, 
when there is really no material question of fact to try. 
The case is called on, the jury are sworn, the leadi 

Q.C., with a large figure on his brief, states the facts and 


theevidence, incontrovertible, probably, which he intendg. 


to call. The judge suggests that those facts surely cannot 
beseriously in dispute. Q.C. on theotherside, with equally 
large figures on brief, nods. It is not worth while to 
rise. His junior may if he likes. The judge intimates 
that of course he cannot decide questions of law 
at the assizes. Both Q.C.’s nod acquiescence. J 
says to bewildered jury, “You will find a verdict for 
plaintiff,” mutters something, and scribbles something 
about nominal damages, leave to move. Q.0.’s and 
juniors mark a few hieroglyphics on their brief. A 

for plaintiff, who has paid the counsels’ fees out of his 
own pocket probably, suggests damages should be as- 
sessed. Q.C. replies shortly, “ Reference after points of 
law decided.” Other Q.C. echoes reference, judge echoes 
reference, and reference it is; and reference with a 
blessing, says the helpless plaintiff’s attorney, as he 
pays the jury £12—of course it is a special jury 
case, the amount involved being large—and the suitors 
retire, largely benefited, no doubt, by the few hundred 
pounds that have been thus disbursed for them over an 
assize trial; and all for the satisfaction of having this 
done before a superior judge. 

I cannot help thinking the county court judge would 
ha ve done it as well, or well enough at all events, and: 
certainly cheaper. Cuas. E. Pansy. 

York, April 7. 

[And so would Mr. Maskelyne’s Psycho; but it does 
not seem to follow that all issues of fact should be set 
down for trial before Psycho.—Eb. S. J.] 





Cases uf the Geek. 


New Evipence on Appeat.—Orp. 58, zk. 5.—On the 
10th inst., in a case of Miller v. The Owners of the Ship 
Virgo, application was made to the Court of Appeal to 
allow fresh evidence to be brought forward on the hearing 
of the appeal under the following circumstances :—The 
action was for the damage caused to the plaintiff's ship 
through a collision between it and the defendants’ ship. 
The defence was that the collision was the result of an 
inevitable accident, and that it was occasioned by the break- 
ing of the steering gear of The Virgo without any neglect 
of her owners or the persons on board of her, and on this 
ground the defendants succeeded at the trial. The 
plaintiff appealed. In support of his application for the 
admission of new evidence, an affidavit was filed which 
stated that since the trial the deponent had been informed, 
by @ person who had formerly been in the employment of 
the defendants as their superintendent engineer, that the 
patent steering apparatus with which Virgo was 
fitted at the time of the collision had been several years 
ago condemned by him on account of the accidents 
and breakages to which it waa liable, and that he then 
made a special report on the subject to the directors of the 
defendants (a company), who resolved to discontinue the 
use of the apparatus in their ships for the future. 
plaintiff’ s solicitor deposed that the evidence of this person 
would be material, and that there were no means Of dis- 
covering it before the trial, and on this ground the 
application was made. The Court (James and Mellish,. 
L.JJ., and Baggallay, J.A.) refused the application, ea, 
that the discovery of this new evidence after the 
would have been no ground under the old practice for 
granting a new trial, and, that being so, the court ought 
not to allow it to be adduced upon the hearing of the 
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—The same day, in a case of Cheese v. Lovejoy, application 
was made te the Court of Appeal for directions as to the 

course of proceeding under the following circum. 
stances :—The action was brought in the Probate Division 
to prove a will in solemn form, and the main question was 
whether the will had been revoked. The jury found that 
the will had been duly executed, and the judge directed 
them that, as a matter of law, there had been no revocation, 
and they found in accordance with this direction. Some of 
the defendants, who alleged that there had been a revoca- 
tion, tendered exceptions to the ruling of the judge. 
Section 22 of the Act of 1875 provides that nothing 
in the Act of 1878, **nor in any rule or order made under 
the powers thereof or of this Act, shall take away or pre- 
judice the right of any party to any action to have the issues 
for trial by jury submitted and left by the judge to the jury 
before whom the same shall come for trial, with a proper 
and complete direction to the jury upon the law, and as to 
the evidence applicable to such issues; provided, also, that 
the said right may be enforced either by motion in the 
High Court of Justice or by motion in the Court of Appeal 
founded upon an exception entered upon or annexed to the 
record.” R. 1 of ord. 58 abolishes bills of exceptions, and 
r. 2 says that all appeals to the Court of Appeal are to be 
brought by notice of motion. On the application of the de- 
fendants the President of the Probate Division ordered the 
exceptions to be annexed to the record. Inderwick, Q.C., 
for the defendants, applied ex parte to the Court of 
Appeal for directions as to the mode in which the question 
should be brought before that court, the difficulty being that 
bills of exceptions are abolished, and that there is now, 
strictly speaking, no record to which the exceptions could be 
annexed. Thecourt (Jamesand Mellish, L.JJ., and Baggallay, 
J.A.) said that an ordinary notice of motioa must be given 
in the Court of Appeal, stating the point which was to be 
raised, and that, if it should be necessary to have a rule nisi, 
the present application should be considered as having saved 
the time. for applying for it. 





Enteninc ApPEAL—VacaTion—Orp. 58, gr. 4, 8.—The 
same day, in acase of The Phosphate Sewage Company v. 
Hartmont, R. Melville, for the plaintiffs, asked that the 
officer of the court might be directed to enter an appeal. 
The decree was dated the 22nd of March, 1876. On the 
21st of March, 1877, the plaintiffs served notice of appeal 
upon one of the defendants, naming the 4th of April as 
the day for the hearing of the motion. The office was 
closed on the 2nd and the 8rd of April. On the 4th of 
April the plaintiffs’ solicitor went to the office and asked 
the order of course clerk whether the appeal ought to be 
entered on that day, and was told that any day before the 
sitting of the court would do. The plaintiffs’ solicitor ao- 
cordingly went to the office again on the 9th of April (the 
day before the commencement of the sittings), and was 
then told by the olerk that he had made a mistake, and 
that it was too late to enter the appeal without the special 
leave of the court. The court (James and Mellish, L.JJ., 
and Baggallay, J.A.) directed the appeal to be entered. 

vide In re National Funds Assurance Company, 25 W. R. 
51, L, R. 4 Ch. D, 805, noted ante, p. 109.] 


DismissaL oF Action ron Want oF Prosscurron— 
Ciosz or PLEADINGS—DiscrETiON oF JupGE—JuDICATURE 
Acr, 1873, s. 100—Orp, 36, ne. 4, 44.—On the same day, 
in a case of Cooper v. Castle, the plaintiff appealed from 
an order made by Jessel, M.R., that the action should be 
dismissed for want of prosecution if the plaintiff did not 
Within fourteen days give notice of trial, and ordering 
that the plaintiff should pay the costs of the motion to 
dismiss. ‘The writ was issued on the 15th of March, 
1876, The statement of claim was delivered on the 24th of 
May. The statement of defence was delivered on the 21st 
of Jane. On the 8rd of July the plaintiff delivered his 
teply. On the Srd of May the plaintiff had obtained the 
Common order that the defendant should within fourteen 
days make an affidavit of doouments, The defendant did 
not make the affidavit until the 11th of January, 1877. On 
the 15th of January the defendant gave notice of motion 
to dismiss the action for want of prosecation. On the 2nd 
of February the plaintiff took out a summons in chambers 
to consider the sufficiency of the defendant’s affidavit. On 


the 9th of February the motion to dismiss was heard, and 
the order above mentioned was made, and on the same.day 
an order was made in chambers that the defendant 
should make a farther affidavit as todocuments. Before 
the appeal from the order on the motion came on to be heard 
the plaintiff had given notice of trial, so that the question 
on the appeal, though in form a question of jurisdiction, 
was in substance a question only of costs. On behalf of 
the plaintiff, it was contended that, having regard to the 
definition of “ pleadings” in section 100 of the Act of 
1873, as including ‘‘any petition or summons.and the 
statements in writing of the claim or demand of any plain- 
tiff,” the pleadings were not technically closed until the 
defendant had made a sufficient affidavit of documents 
The court (James and Mellish, L.JJ., and Baggallay,. 
J.A.), however, were clearly of opinion that the plead- 
ings had been closed by the delivery of the reply, and 
that the six weeks within which the plaintiff ought to- 
have given notice of trial ran from that date. It was then 
that, inasmuch as the defendant was himself in 
default for so long a time in not complying with the 
order to make the affidavit of documents, the court ought 
not, in the exercise of its judicial discretion, to have made 
the order to dismiss fer want of prosecution. It appeared, 
however, that the defendant had filed an affidavit, in which 
it was stated that the reason why he had not made his 
affidavit of documents before was that he had been told 
by the plaintiff's solicitor that he did not care about it- 
This statement was not contradicted by the plaintiff, and 
thongh the Master of the Rolls offered him an opportunity 
of contradicting it, the offer was declined. Under these 
circum stances the Court of Appeal held that they ought 
not to interfere with the exercise of the judicial discretion 
of the Master of the Rolls. The defendant was technically 
in the right when he gave his notice of motion to dismiss. 
Still it was, as under the old practice, competent to the 
plaintiff to show some good reason why he had not pro- 
ceeded with the action, and as a general rule the fact that 
the defendant had not complied with an order to make an 
affidavit of documents, or an order for the production of 
documents, would be a sufficient excuse for the plaintiff's. 
not proceeding. But here the facts put an entirely different 
complexion on the case, and, with a knowledge of all the 
facts, the Master of the Rolls had exercised his judicial dis- 
cretion, and the Court of Appeal ought not to interfere. 
One of the arguments on behalf of the defendant was that 
the plaintiff, if he had a good reason for not ing in 
due course to give his notice of trial, ought himself to have 
applied to the court to extend the time for doing so. 
Mellish, L.J., however, said that the plaintiff was not bound 
to take that course, as the court could, upon the application to 
dismiss, extend the time, and, indeed, the plaintiff might 
not be able, till he saw the defendant’s documents, to 
determine whether he would wish to have a trial by jury or 
not, and could not, therefore, give his. notice of trial. 


i mpemmeemntinl 


ADMINISTRATION ‘ AcTION—Costs—Priority—Costs oF 
Crration oF ExEecuror To PRoveE Witt—Proxate Courr 
Act or 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 77), 8% 23, 25, 65.—-In 
another case of Rowles v. Mayhew, heard the same day, a 
question arose as to the priority of costs in the administra- 
tion of a deficient estate. A company who were creditors 
of a testator, who died in December, 1875, issued, on the 
19th of May, 1876, a citation in the Probate Division, 
calling upon the executrix either to accept or refuse 
of the will, or to allow the company to take out ini 
tration. On the 3lst of July an order was made that 
the executrix should have fourteen days within which to 
prove the will, and that in default of her doing so a 
grant of administration should be made to the com- 
rey. The time was afterwards extended, and on the 

st of September the executrix proved the will. On 
the Sth of September a friendly creditor commenced 
theaction of Rowles v. Mayhew, against the executrix, by sum- 
mons in chambers, to administer the estate, and on the 15th 
of September the common administration order was made, On 
the 21st of November, upon the application of the company, 
an order was made by the Probate Division that the costs of 
the company of the proceedings in that division should be 
paid out of the estate, and should have priority over other 
claims on the estate. These costs having been taxed, the 





company applied in the administration action for an order 
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that the executrix should pay the costs ordered to be paid by 
the Probate Division in ogee 3 to all other claims on the 
estate. Malins, V.C., refused the ee and the Court 
of Appeal (James and Mellish, L.JJ., and Baggallay, J.A.) 
affirmed his decision. They held that, notwithstanding the 
order of the Probate Division, the costs of the administra- 
tion action must have priority, upon the principle that the 
last salvor of property is entitled to his costs of salvage 
first. The court held that the case was governed by Mayor 
v. Major (2 W. R. 382, 2 Drew. 681). In that case there 
had been a litigation in the Ecclesiastical Court to deter- 
mine whether an alleged codicil to the will of a testatrix 
should be admitted to probate. The Ecclesiastical Court re- 
‘fused to admit the codicil to probate, but ordered that 
the costs of the parties who had propounded it should be 
paid out of the estate. A suit was afterwards instituted in 
the Court of Chancery to administer the estate, and 


Kindersley, V.C., held that the costs of the administration | 


suit must be paid out of the estate in priority to the costs 
which the Ecclesiastical Court had ordered to be paid. He 
said that, as the Ecclesiastical Courthad no power to administer 
the estate, its decree could only create a charge on the 
estate, and the costs of realizing the assets in an adminis- 
tration suit must have priority to all charges. It was at- 
tempted to distinguish this case from Rowles v. Mayhew on 
the ground that in the latter there could have been no 
administration suit at all unless the company had by their 
proceedings forced the execu trix to prove the will, but the 
court held that the distinction could not be maintained. 


APPEAL FROM ADJUDICATION oF BaNkRUPTCY—PostT- 
PONEMENT OF Hearinc—Ricuts oF Crepitors.—Applica- 
tion was made to the Court of Appeal on the 12th inst., in 
a case of In re Ker, to restore to the paper an appeal from 
an adjudication of bankruptcy. The appeal was in the list 
in November, 1876, and by the consent of the appellant 
(the bankrapt) and the respondent (the petitioning creditor) 
it had been ordered to stand over generally, and had never 
re-appeared in the list. The application to restore the 
appeal was made by another creditor, who had himself pre- 
sSenteda petition for adjudication, and whose proceedings were 
seppee by the pending of the sper. 

Mellish, L.JJ., and Baggallay, J.A.) ordered that the 
appeal should be restored to the paper for the purpose of 
being disposed of, and directed that the applicant should 
Fr notice of the order to the parties to the appeal. James, 

J., expressed a strong opinion that appeals from orders of 
adjudication ought always to be disposed of with the utmost 
promptitude, and that the hearing ought not to be post- 

even with the consent of the parties, the matter 
teres in which all the creditors of the alleged bankrupt 
“were interested. 


Pracrice—Triat oF Actionx—Viva Voce EvipENcE— 


cellor Hall on Thursday, the 12th inst., in Harrison v. 
Pearce. The action depended almost entirely upon the 
qnestion whether, upon the evidence, fraud had been 
practised on the plaintiffs by the defendants, and had 
tiready occupied several days. Hastings, Q.C., opened 
the case for the plaintiffs, and called his witnesses. He 
did not sum up, and his junior (Humphry) was not heard, 
Then Dickinson, Q.C., opened the case for the defendants, 
his witnesses, and, in the absence of his junior 
(Bevir), summed up. Hastings then replied upon the 
whole case, and Hal!, V.C., was about to reserve judgment 
when Humphry suggested that a point of law was involved, 
upon which he had a right to be heard. discussion 
lowed, in the course of which the Vice-Chancellor ob- 


in 
that a judge of the Court of Appeal, with whom 


recently had some conversation upon the subject, 
think that the ings in such actions 
be as follows:—(1) The plaintiff's leading 
eae intl ts agen te seaman 
* to open his case ca 
- Then, the whole of the focta being before 
» (2) the plaintiffs junior counsel to be heard 
evidence or generally]; (4) the defendant's junior 
; (5) the plaintiff's leading counsel to 
aeply generally upon the whole case. W. Fearsom Q.C. 


The court (James’ 





(who, with B. B. Rogers, appeared for other parties), how 
ever, observed that it had been suggested oe san case 
that no junior counsel ought to be heard until judgment had 
been given on the facts. no point of law arose, the case 
would be decided without hearing them at all; but in other 
cases judgment would be reserved and the points of law 
would be subsequently argued by two counsel on each side, 
on motion for judgment. His lordship said the rules of 
court seemed to contemplate some such course ; but that, if 
any point of law was involved in the pean case, it was so 
mixed up with the facts that he Seng t it would be better 
to hear any authorities which Hump 

at once, and he should then reserve judgment. 


Practice—Noriczk or Motion ror JuDGMENT—Orp. 
40, R. 2.—In the case of The Earl of Shrewsbury v. Garrold, 
in the Exchequer Division on the 11th inst., on the 

laintiffs moving for judgment under ord. 40, r. 2, the pre- 
iminary objection was taken by 4. 7. Lawrence, -for the 
defendant, that the notice of motion did not state the 
grounds of the motion. The court (Kelly, C.B., and Cleasby, 
B.) held the objection good, but enlarged the time for 
moving, and gave the plaintiff leave to serve a fresh notice, 
on payment of costs of the day. It may be worth while to 
notice this decision, as the fact that it is mecessary to state 
the grounds of the motion in the notice seems liable to be 
overlooked. 








Soucteties. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of 
this association was held at the Law Institution, Chancery- 
Jane, London, on Wednesday, April 11, Mr. Edward 
Turner Payne (of Bath) in the chair, the other directors 
present being Messrs. Asker, Hedger, Paterson, Rickman, 
Roscoe, Shaen, Torr, Veley, and Young (Mr. Kiffe, seore. 
tary). A grant of £100 was made to a necessitous member 
of the association, and a sum of £90 was distributed in 
relief of seven other applicants; thirteen new members 
were admitted to the association, and other general busi- 
ness was transacted. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


This society met at the Law Institution on Monday 
evening, the 9th inst., for the discussion of the following 
legal point :—‘‘ A. has been in ion for eighteen 
years of an estate as tenant at will of a tenant in fee in 
possession without acknowledging his lessor’s title, and 
dies intestate, leaving a widow and ason. The widow 
enters and remains in possession for fifteen years. Can the 
lessor maintain ejectment?” Mr. Rawlings presided, and 
Mr. 8. Ward opened the debate. After considerable 
discussion the question was answered in the negative by 
a large majority. ‘The ordinary weekly meeting was held 
at Clement’s-inn Hall, Strand, on Wednesday evening, the 
11th inst., Mr. Dowson in the chair. Mr. Shirley Shirley, 
B.A., opened thesubject for debate, viz., ““ That monasteries 
and convents should be placed under Government in- 
spection.”’ There was a very full attendance, and after an 
able discussion the motion was carried. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The following is the qouels report of the secretary:— 
In complianee with r. 15 of your society, I beg to make the 
following statement of the society’s peonetings during the 
past quarter, which commenced on the 9th of January last 
and ended on the 3rd of April last. : 

The quarter has comprised twelve meetings, at which 
four legal and six general questions have been discussed, 
one of such evenings was devoted to the business of the 
society, and the other of such meetings was adjourned of 
account of the very small attendance, viz., seven. 

Twelve members have been elected during the quarter 
and five have resigned, and seven have been struck off the 
roll for non-payment of fines and subscriptions under r. 8 


ry might wish to cite, - 
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and Ihave much regret in announcing the death of Mr. 
Kenrick (of the firm of Rooks, Kenrick, & Co.), an old and 
yalued member of the society, who, in past years, has held 
various offices in it. There are now on the rolls of the 
society 229 members. 

The average number of members attending the meetings 
has been twenty; the highest number has been thirty-two, 
and the lowest seven. The average number of speakers has 
been ten, and of votes thirteen, of which latter an average 
of eleven voted in person, and two b By register of votes. 
The average “< of the debates has been one hour and forty- 
five minutes. All these statistics show an improvement in 
the position of the society since my last quarterly report. 

During the past quarter some material alterations have 
been made in your society’s rules, the society's objects now 
being the discussion of legal and general questions alter- 
oatel , and the committee having power to devote any even- 
ings to the delivery of addresses or lectures or the reading of 
a paper. 
im addition to this for the qualification of membership 
no connection with the Incorporated Law Society is 
necessary, as formerly, the following being now eligible for 
election :—Solicitors, articled clerks of solicitors, and clerks 
who have been articled to solicitors, barristers, and students 
of any of the Inns of Court or any of the universities. 

It is too early yet to be able to state definitely that these 
alterations have been advantageous, but I confidently expect 
that they will prove so. The fact of their having been made 
has been brought before members by circular, and before 
the general body of law students by notices in the Sonicrrors’ 
JournaL, Law Times, and Law Journal. I would sug- 
gest that all members should also individually endeavour 
tomake them known as widely as possible, and thus assist 
in bringing new members to the society. I should also 
state that the above alterations were submitted to the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society, and approved of 
by them before being brought before your society. 

In addition to these alterations a rule has also been 
eet isting notice to be given to members who have 
not paid fines and subscriptions fourteen days prior to the 
first meeting in January. 

I think I should also notice that during this past quarter 
permission has been given by the Council of the Incor- 
porated Law Society to the United Law Students’ Society 
for occasional meetings in one of the Incorporated Law 
Society’s rooms. It is possible that some confusion may 
arise from this owing to the similarity of the two societies’ 
namee, but beyond this I do not suppose you will see any 
objection to the circumstance, but rather be glad that that 
society recognizes the advantages of the legal debates 
which has always been the case in this society. 

I have already stated that the statistics show an im- 
provement in the society’s position ; but, remembering that 
it is the largest and oldest society of its kind in the 
United Kingdom, and that the number of law students 
have increased, and are still increasing, I cannot but 
think that its progress shonld be more rapid. For it to 
be so all that is wanted is, I am sure, the hearty oo-opera- 
tion of members by more constant and numer ttend " 
by their also showing their interest in the society by 
more frequently sending in questions (and especially legal 
ones) suggested for discussion, and also by every member 
bringing the society as much as possible before his friends. 
I would ask all members to bear these points in mind. 





eee 


PLYMOUTH, STONEHOUSE, AND DEVON. 
PORT LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The twelfth meeting of this session was held at the 
Atheneum, Plymouth, on Friday, the 6th inst., the president 
G. Shelly, Esq.) in the chair. Notice having been given 

‘on this evening the question of the advisability of 
holding a dinner at the end of the season would be 
brought forward for discussion, Mr. Caunter moved 
that, before deciding on the matter, it be referred to the 
committee to inquire what number of members would be 
Willing to attend a dinner, and as to the best time and place, 

price of tickets. There being no opposition to this 
motion, it was declared to be ed. The chairman an- 
nounced that at the meeting to be held on the 20th inst., 
which would be the last of this session, he would deliver an 


upon the preparation of wills. The subject for dis- 














cussion for the evening—‘ That the present right of action 
for breach of promise of marriage should be abolished "—was 
then brought forward by Mr, Helpman, Mr. Guy and Mr. 
F. E. Bennett supporting the negative. a somewhat 
lengthy discussion the matter was put to the vote and decided: 
in the negative by a majority of three votes. 
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Obituarp. 


MR. RALPH THOMAS BROCKMAN. 


Mr. Ralph Thomas Brockman, solicitor and notary, died 
very recently at Folkestone. Mr. Brockman belonged to a 
very old Kentish family, and was the fourth son of the 
Rev. Julius Brockman, Rector of Cheriton. He was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1824, and had ever since practised at 
Folkestone. He was for many years in partnership with 
Mr. Edward Watts, the late town clerk of Hythe, and he 
formerly had an office in the latter town as well as at 
Folkestone; and more recently Mr. William George 
Southey Harrison had been associated in business with him. 
Mr. Brockman became town clerk of Folkestone, clerk to 
the Court of Requests, and clerk to the Commissioners of © 
Pavements in 1829 ; the two last-mentioned offices are now 
superseded, and the town clerkship is held by Mr. Harrison. - 
Mr. Brockman had been registrar of the Folkestone County 
Court (circuit No. 49) ever since the passing of the first 
County Courts Act, and he was clerk of the peace for the - 
borough up to the time of his death. He was also a notary 
public, a commissioner for oaths in the Supreme Court, a 
perpetual commissioner for Kent; agent for the Earl of~ 
Radnor’s Kentish estates, and deputy-steward of the 
manor of Folkestone. : 





MR: JOHN MERRITT SHUGAR. 


Mr. John Merritt Shugar, solicitor, of Tring, died at his. 
residence at that place on Easter Monday. Mr. Shugar was 
born in 1822, and was admitted a solicitor in 1844. He 
settled at Tring about twenty years ago on receiving the 
appointment of clerk to the county magistrates at that 

lace. He had also been for several years solicitor to the 

ring Association for the Prosecution of Felons, and he had 
a good private practice. He was a commissioner for oaths’ 
in the Supreme Court, and a perpetual commissioner for - 
Hertfordshire and Paskinghoasebien 


SIR THOMAS TILSON. 


Sir Thomas Tilson died at his residence, South-road 
House, Clapham-park, on the 9th inst. Sir T. Tilson was 
the eldest son of Mr. Thomas Tilson, solicitor, of Brixton- 
hill, and 29, Coleman-street. He was born in 1802, and was: 
educated at Merchant Taylors’ School. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1825, aod immediately went into partnership- 
with his father; and he practised in Coleman-street for 
about thirty years. After his father’s death he became the 
head of the firm, and he was associated successively with 
Mr. Barry Parr Squance, Mr. Oxley Tilson, Mr. William 
Clarke, and Mr. David Simpson Morice. His practice was. 
a large and important one, and he was legal adviser to Zion. 
College, the London Joint Stock Bank, the Phosnix Gas 
Company, the Scottish Provincial Assurance Company, and 
other public bodies. He retired from business about twenty 
years ago, and he was about the same time 7° 
magistrate and deputy-lieutenant for the county of Surrey. 
He was deputy-chairman of quarter sessions for Surrey from. 
1858 till 1867, and chairman of the court from 1867 till 
1870. His legal experience was most valuable in that 
capacity, and as a mark of his assiduous and a 
services he received the honour of knighthood in 1 Sir 
T. Tilson was a member of the first School Board for 
London, as a representative of the Lambeth division, and 
rendered most useful assistance in the first ization of 
the work of the Board. He was a director of the Law Life 
and Law Fire Insurance Companies, and he was a liberal 
supporter of all religious, educational, and charitable insti- 
tutions in the district where he resided. 
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MR. BENJAMIN SHAW. 


Mr. Benjamin Shaw, barrister, died at his residence, 
8, Cambridge-square, Hyde-park, on the 8th inst., 
after a very short illness) Mr. Shaw was born in 
1819, and was formerly a Fellow of Trinity College, 
Cambridge, where he was a Chancellor's medallist (besides 
being in the first class of the classical tripos, and a senior 
——) in 1842. He-practised for many years as a special 
pleader, and he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn 
in Michaelmas Term, 1868. Mr. Shaw was known as 
the author of a work on “The Law of the Church of 
England as to Confession,” and his practice was largely 
composed of ecclesiastical business. He was retained for 
the promoters in most of the important Ritualist prosecu- 
tions, and argued, as junior counsel for the respondents, the 
important Folkestone case (Clifton v. Ridsdale), in which 
the judgment of the Privy Council is still pending. 





Appointnrents, Ete. 


Mr. Joun Brivees, solicitor (of the firm of Duff, 
Bridges, & Watts), of 5, Nicholas-lane, has been appointed 
@ Commissioner for taking Affidavits in the Supreme Court 
of the Colony of Victoria. 

Mr. Sauvet Ricwarp Davies, solicitor, of Ross, has 
been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Hereford- 
shire for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married 
“Women. 

Mr. Roser ExLert, solicitor (of the firm of Mullings, 
Ellett, & Co.), of Cirencester and Wootton Bassett, has 
been elected Clerk to the Cirencester School Board. Mr. 
Ellett was admitted a solicitor in 1859, and is clerk to the 
magistrates and commissioners of taxes for the Cirencester 
division, clerk to the Cirencester Local Board, clerk to the 
Cirencester BurialBoard, clerk to the Cirencester Turnpike 
Trust, and clerk to the Cricklade and Lechlade district 
boards under the Thames Valley Drainage Commission. 

Sir Ricnarp Hagineton, Bart., judge of county 
courts for cireuit No. 22, has been appointed a Magis- 
trate for Warwickshire. 

Mr. Witt1am Georce Sourney Harrison, solicitor, of 
Folkestone, has been elected Clerk of the Peace for the 
Borough of Folkestone, on the death of his partner, the 
late Mr. Ralph Thomes Brockman. Mr. Harrison was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1846, and is also the town clerk of 
the borough. 

Mr. James Heyearz, solicitor, of Wellingborough, has 
deen elected Clerk to the new Rushden School Board. Mr. 
Heygate was admitted a solicitor in 1867, and is also clerk 
to the Wellingborough School Board and the Wollaston 
School Board. 

Mr. Leicester Suita Sureiey, barrister, has been 
appoi a Member of the Legislative Council of the 
Island of Jamaica. Mr. Shirley was called to the bar at 
Limcoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1864. 

Mr. Esenezer Trrtyarp, solicitor (of the firm of 
Tillyard & Gribble), of 11, King-street, Cheapside, has 
been inted a Commissioner to administer Oaths in 
the Supreme Court of Judicature in England. 








Yesterdays’ accounts of Sir R. P. Amphlett’s health were 
favourable. The power of movement has been partially 
restored both to the left arm and leg, which alone were 
affected, and the patient is making satisfactory progress to- 
wards recovery. 

The attention of the City Commissioners of Sewers having 
“been directed to the great want of a proper inquest-room 
within the City, the medical officer of (Dr. Sedgwick 
Saunders) was instructed to make inquiries and obtain 
information upon the subject. The commissioners, as the 
result of these inquiries, have determined to erect forthwith 
an inquest-room on the south side of the mortuary-yard in 
Golden-lane, with accotamodation for the coroner, 
jury. witnesses, counsel, &c., at an estimated expense of 


“egal Pews. 


A sum of £48,305 was voted on the 6th inst. for new 
county court buildings. 


The Central Law Journal states that the San Francisco 
Common Council has passed a special Bill [gy. bye-law] 
permitting a certain Chinaman to carry a pistol three 
months, because his life is threatened by persons against 
whom he kas testified. 


On Tuesday the new Queen’s Counsel, viz., Mr. Wheel- 
house, M.P., Mr. C. G. Merewether, M.P., Mr. Holl, Mr. 
W. G. Harrison, Mr. C. Marshall Griffith, Mr. T. R. 
Kemp, Mr. A. R. Scoble, Mr. J. OC. Lawrance, Mr, W. 0, 
Gully, Mr. A. J. H. Collins, Mr. N. Patchett, Mr. W. Willis, 
Mr. Arthur Charles, Mr. M. C. Buszard, Mr. Grantham, 
-» Mr. H. M. Bompas, and Mr. W. T. Marriott, were 
called within the bar at the various courts. 


The Albany Law Journal says that the Michigan Legisla. 
ture has passed, and the governor has approved, an Act 
punishing by imprisonment in the county gaol for three 
months, or in the State prison for one year, any person who 
shall impede or obstruct the regular business of any rail- 
road in the State. If two or more persons conspire for 
such purposes, the imprisonment may be extended to two 
years. 

The New Zealand Jurist says: “‘ A valuable lesson hag 
recently been taught to a class of illegal practitioners in 
the shady branches of the law, in the shape of an action for 
damages at the suit of one of their victims. The Melbourne 
Trade Protection Society undertakes, as part of its business, 
the collection of debts for subscribers ; and the newspapers 
relate that recently, in effecting a trausaction in this line, 
an officer of the society by some means blundered, and 
caused a levy to be made on the property of a person who 
had pe. J satisfied the judgment issued against him. The 
victim took proceedings, and recovered damages —the pree 
siding judge (Mr. Justice Fellows) delivering a strong 
opinion in his favour. When the plaintiff was asked why 
he did not communicate with the manager of the society, 
when an officer came to levy for a debt which had been 
already paid, Mr. Justice Fellows interposed, and 
said, ‘ Why should he write to a parcel of conspirators? If 
he prosecuted the lot it would only serve them right, for if 
ever there was an illegal society this Trade Protection 
Society is one.’ ”’ 


The Windsor Hotel Company of New York, says the 
Western Jurist, has had the baseness and hardihood to 
refuse to pay the bill of Mr. William R. Martin, attorney 
and counsellor-at-law, for legal services, and as a natural 
consequence Mr. Martin has sued the company. To 
indicate the total depravity of the company, the Tribune 
gives some of the items of Mr. Martin’s little bill, which 
we copy as valuable precedents for our readers. ‘The bill 
has a sum total of 60,000dols., and covers a period of 
nearly two years. Among the thirty-five items are the 
following :—For drawing the assignment of the lease by 
Mr. Daly to the company he charges 1,C00dols. For drawing 
the papers as to the organization of the company, &., he 
charges 1,000dols. For his service in three foreclosures he 
charges 10,000dols. In four other foreclosure suits, each for 
8,500dols., he charges 500dols. a-piece, and in a fifth, in 
which the amount in suit was 5,000dols., he still charges 
5,00dols. In suits by the Windsor Hotel Company he 
charges 500dols. and 1,000dols. In the matter of differ- 
ence as tothe Windsor Hotel he asks 2,500dols., and in 
relation to negotiations as to one mortgage he asks 
15,000dols. Finally, for general counsel's fees {and “ for 
saving the property,’’ he asks 20,000dols. 


Mr. William Beach Lawrence, in a very able letter ad- 
dressed to the Albany Law Journal on extradition, re- 
marks—‘‘ To what a small extent extradition enters into 
the criminal administration of justice, as regards the two 
countries [England and the United States], may be learned 
from the returns made to the House of Commons, and pub- 
lished in the parliamentary papers, relating to the recent 
discussions regarding the treaty of 1842, Between 1842 
and 1876, including the cases of Winslow, Brent, and 





£1,775. 





Gray, there were eighty-eight applications from the United 
States to England, thirty-four resulting in ® surrondet 
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and in the same period there were from England to the 
United States forty-eight applications, of which the returns 
only show nine cases of surrender. These would seem to 
be exclusive of the cases of extradition between the United 
States and the British provinces. There were seven ex- 
traditions between the 9th of August, 1842, and the 30th 
of Jane, 1867, from the United States to Upper Canada, 
and six to Lower Canada, and between Jaly 1, 1867, and 
May 1, 1876, six persons were extradited from the United 
States to the dominion of Canada, and from the dominion 
to the United States, during the same period, there were 
twenty-six. There were also reported to have been be- 
tween August 9, 1842, and July 12, 1871, three extradi- 
tions from British Columbia and four from Vancouver's 
Island to the United States.” 


On Tuesday, at a conference held at the Reformatory and 

Refuge Union, Strand, Mr. T. L. Brown, of Chester, read a 
‘paper showing that the total number of county and borough 
gaols in England and Wales was 125, and convict prisons 
thirteen, while all the prisoners’ aid societies numbered 
only forty-seven. Some of these were simply homes for 
discharged female prisoners, often jointly with other vicious 
women. Nineteen English and eleven Welsh counties were 
anprovided with “ aids,’ and the boroughs maintaining 
their own gaols, also unprovided with “aids,” were very 
many. Thus prisoners necessarily escaped the friendly aid 
of the Royal Society for the Aid of Discharged Prisoners, 
which had its head-quarters in London. The proposed 
operation of the Prisons Bill by reducing the number of 
small, separate gaols would facilitate the task of completing 
the network of prisoners’ aid societies over the whole 
country. The paper gave other information, which the 
compiler supplemented by some practical remarks of his 
own experiences, in which he showed that the ordinary 
‘vagrants were oftener re-committed to prison, even after 
being aided, than were thieves, and he deduced from his 
facts that it was harder to cure vagrancy than dishonesty. 
Lord Aberdare commented upon the increase of petty crime, 
shown to be a fact at the present day, and said that this 
required the utmost attention. Lord Lichfield spoke of the 
great social and moral considerations involved in these 
-questions, and dwelt at length upon the facts given in Mr. 
Brown’s paper, saying that if the public did not give sup- 
port to the prisoners’ aid societies, it was through ignor- 
ance of the work they were doing. 








Leqislatiow of the Week. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
April 5.—Prisons. 

The House went into committee on this:Bill. 

Mr. PaRNELL moved, after clause 9, toinsert aclause pro- 
viding that prisoners convicted of treason felony, sedition, 
r seditious libel should. be treated as_misdemeanants of 
the first division, within the meaning of section 67 of the 
Prisons Act, 1865, notwithstanding any statute, provision, 
or rule to the contrary.—The clause, having been amended 
by the omission of the words “ treason felony,” was added 

*to the Bill. 

Mr, Cross (in the absence of Sir H. Jackson) moved 
the insertion of the following clause :—‘“Section 55 
Of the Prisons Act, 1865, is hereby repealed, and instead 
shereot the following enactment shall take effeot, viz. :— 

Any justice of the peace having jurisdiction in the place 

Which @ prison is situate may, when he thinks fit, enter 
into and examine the condition of such prison and of the 
Prisoners therein, and he may enter any observations he 
may think fit to make in reference to the condition of the 
ae or abuses therein in the visitors’ book to be kept 

‘by the gaoler; and it shall be the duty of the gaoler to 

raw the attention. of the visiting committee at their next 
visit to the prison to any entries made in the said book, 
but he shall not be entitled, in purquance of this section, to 

t any prisoner under sentence of death or to commupi- 

Cate with any prisoner, except in reference to the treat- 
ment in prison of such prisoner, or to some complaint that 
Such prisoner may make as to such treatment.’ ”—Mr. 
Ropwatt moved the insertion after the word “ situate” 
“of the following words :—‘‘or having jurisdiction in the 


place where the offence in respect of which any prisoner 
may be confined in prison was committed.”—-The clause 
as thus amended was added to the Bill. 

Mr. Parnext moved the following new clause :—“‘ The 
Secretary of State shall, as soon as may be after the pass- 
ing of this Bill, frame and submit toa resolation of both 
Houses of Parliament special rales for the treatment of 
prisoners who may be arrested under any suspension of 
the Habeas Corpus Act.”—The clauses was withdrawn. 

The Bill was reported as amended, and ordered to be re- 
printed. 

Prisons (IRELAND). 

The House went into committee on this Bill. 

Sir M. Hicks-Bgacu said that before the Bill was pro- 
ceeded with in committee he wished to insert in it the 
amendments which had been made on the English measure. 

Progress was reported. 


Customs anp IntAND Revenue (Duties on 
Orrices AND Penstons). 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


JupiciaL Procegpines (RatiNe). 
This Bill passed through committee. 


Drarnace AND Improvement or Lanps (IRELAND) Pro« 
VISIONAL ORDERS. 
This Bill passed through committee. 


ParLIAMENTARY Exectors’ REGISTRATION. 

This Bill was read a second time, and was referred to the 
Select Committee on the Registration of Voters in Boroughs 
Bill. 

April 6.—Facrorrzs anp WorksHors Law 
ConsoLipaTION. 

Mr. Cross, in introducing a Bill to consolidate and 
amend the law relating to factories and workshops, said 
there were no less than sixteen Acts to be dealt with. The 
law, therefore, as would bereadily understood, wasinavery 
confused state, but in the Bill which he proposed to in- 
troduce he had embodied it in 100 clauses. The first part 
of the Bill related to the ordinary general law as to 
factories and workshops. It contained the provisions for 
keeping every factory in a proper sanitary state, and for 
the safety of the workpeople by fencing machinery, &c, 
He drew a distinction as to hours between textile and 
non-textile factories, keeping the former to the Act of 
1874, and putting all other factories at ten anda half 
instead of ten hours. There wasa great change made 
in the hours as to those in workshops, because they 
were put in the same category as those employed in non- 
textile works, except as regarded adult women. The second 
partof the Bill related toexemptions. In futurenoexemption 
would begiventoindividual manufacturers, buttheexemption 
would apply to a class of manufacturers or to a locality, and 
the reasons for the exemption and the particular trades to 
which it would apply would be found in the schedule. A 
manufacturer would have to put up a notice in his factory 
before he could avail himself of the exemptions allowed by 
the Bill, so that everybody who worked in the factory might 
know what he was about. There would be an objection to 
putting bleaching and dyeing works on isely the same 
footing as textile factories. Bleaching and dyeing works 
were entitled by law to an extra half-hour for finishing pros 
cesses, and therefore he had treated that question of hours 
asan exception to the rule. The third part of the Bill 
dealt with the administration of the law. Up to this time 
they had had two co-ordinate jurisdictions in the adminise 
tration of the Factory Acts, and he now proposed to place 
the whole of the inspection under one head. 


April 9.—Morrivy, 
The House went into committee on this Bill, but progress 
was reported, 


Juprictat Procespives. (Ratine). 
This Bill was read a third time. 


Summary Jurtsprorion (IRsLaAND). 
Mr. Catan introduced a Bill to amend the law relating 
to cases of summary jurisdiotion in Ireland, and the pre- 
— of offences under the Prevention of Crimes Act, 
871. 
April 10.~—Town Covncrts anp Locat Boarps. 
The House went into committee on this Bill. 
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The clauses were agreed to. 
Mr. BicGar moved to insert a clause extending the oper- 
ation of the measure to Ireland, but progress was reported. 


Hicn Court or Justice (Costs). 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


April 11.—Newsrarer RecisTRATION. 

Mr. Wavpy moved the second reading of this Bill.—Mr. 
CowEN moved as an amendment—“ That, in the opinion of 
this House, no legislation for the compulsory registration 
of the proprietorship of newspapers can be considered satis- 
factory which does not provide for the repeal of the me 
tional law which renders newspaper proprietors criminal 
as well as civilly responsible for the acts of their employés.” 
—On a division the amendment was carried by 149 to 69. 


ConcE p’Exirz. 
Mr. Monk moved the second reading of this Bill, but the 
debate was adjourned. 


Town Covnctts anp Locat Boarps, 
The consideration of this Bill in committee was resumed. 
A clause extending the operation of the Bill to Ireland 
having been added to the Bill, progress was reported. 


Piumsteap Common. 

Mr. Coz introduced a Bill vesting the management of 
the open spaces known as Plumstead Common, in the county 
of Kent, in a body of conservators, with a view to the pre- 
servation thereof, and for other purposes. 





° BILL BEFORE PARLIAMENT. 
Law oF Evymence AMENDMENT. 
[Mr. Morgan Lloyd and Mr. Herschell.] 


A Bill for the Amendment of the Law of Evidence in 
Certain Cases of Misdemeanour. 

Whereas it is expedient further to amend the law of 
evidence : 

Be it therefore enacted by the Queen’s most excellent 
Majesty, by and with the advice and consent of the Lords 
spiritual and temporal, and Commons, in this present 
Parliament assembled, and by the authority of the same, as 
follows :— 

1, On the trial of any indictment or other proceeding for 
the non-repair of any public highway or bridge, or for a 
nuisance to any public highway, river, or bridge, and of 


’ any other indictment or proceeding instituted for the pur- 


pose of trying or enforcing a civil right only, every defend- 
ant to such indictment or proceeding, and the wife or 
husband of any such defendant, shall be admissible witnesses 
and compellable to give evidence. 





Zaw Students’ Sournal. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Eastez Examination, 1877. 

General Examination of Students of the Inns of Court, 
held at Lincoln’s-inn Hell, on the 22nd, 23rd, 24th, and 
26th of March, 1877. 

The Council of Legal Education have awarded to the 
following students certificates that they have satisfactorily 
passed @ public examination :— 

Hon. Frederick Augustus Ker Bennet, William Black- 
burn, Patrick Thomas Blackwell, Lawrence Morton Brown, 
Joseph Francis Ambrose Farfan, Frederick Thomas 
Green, Henry Wyatt Hart, Richard Basil Huth, William 
Bottomley Jackson, Trehawke Herbert Kekewich, Henry 
Philip Le Breton, Edward Montefiore Micholls, Charles 
Pilling McKeand, John Lonsdale Otter, Herbert Charles 
Pollock, Samuel Roberts, Henry Offley Wakeman, John 
Lawson Walton, Alfred John Williamson, and Darcy Brace 
Wilson, of the Inner Temple ; Walter Chamberlayne Ingles 
Chamberlayne, Julian Strafford Corbett, Charles Alfred 
Cripps, Thomas William Rhys Davids, Thomas Turquand 
Filian, Edward George Green, Stanhope Charles John 


Hemphill, John Drinkwater Lawe, Claude Charles Moly- 
peux Plumptre, William lingsworth — 
Alfred Henry Ruegg, Jog Nath Sircar, St. 


Temple; Charles James Cooper, John Woulfe Flanagan, 
Henry Lee Gray, Richard William Strode Hewlett, Henry 
Llewellyn Howell, Richard Garnett Janion, Arthur Morier 
Lee, Henry Yorke Musgrave, Walter Courtenay Pepys, 
Archibald Arthur Prankerd, Francis William Preston, 
Frederick Thomas Saunders, John Impey Scarbrough, 
Gerald John Wheeler, James Douglas White, Robers. 
William Rankine Wilson, and Broome Lake Witts, of Lin. 
coln’s-inn ; and John Charles Lewis Coward, of Gray’s- 
inn, Esqs. 

The following students passed a satisfactory examination 
in Roman law only:—Alfred Arnold, Charles Milner 
Atkinson, Arthur William Bairstow, John Eldon Bankes, 
Ellis Ashmead Bartlett, Henry Aldenbarg Bentinck, John 
Blackburn, James David Bourchier, Henry Delves Brough- 
ton, Henry Clerke Brown, William Brown, Walter Adam 
Burn, Thomas Teshmaker Busk, Charles Francis Cagney, 
Archibald Cass, Donald Campbell, George Howard Cart- 
land, Richard Christian, Edmund’ Henry Clutterback, 
Ysidro Francis Edgeworth, Archibald Walter Fawkes, 
John Fort, Arthur Grey, Richard William Shepstone 
Giddy, Henry Amelius Adams Gridley, William Frederick 
Hamilton, William Evans Hartopp, Williem Musgrove 


Hopley, Ralph Herbert Barnes Hotchkin, Parsick Joaquim ~ 


Joaquim, J. B. Jones, Hugh Gore Joseph, William Henry 
Hastings Kelke, Robert Muirhead Kennedy, Rupert Edward 
Cooke Kettle, Alfred Kingdon, Ernest Philip Alphonso 
Law, James Arthur Lees, Augustus Henry Fraser Lefroy, 
Ralph Kekewich Lopes, James Abram McCarthy, William 
Grey Ellison Macartney, William Hubert Manning, George 
Henry Mellor, William Fitzpatrick Meres, Leonard Abra- 
ham Montefiore, Charles Paget Moore, Hildebrand Ogle 
Moore, Charles Francis Morrell, Charles Herbert Mounsey, 
Mori Yoshi Nagaoka, Ernest Page, Joseph Armaud Patron, 
Sidney Lovel Phipson, Ernest Radford, Alfred Romilly, 
Henry Napier Rooper, George Brenchley Rosher, Henry 
Rowse, William Pulteney Smith, Henry Walrond Simkin- 
son, William Henry Solomon, Henry Russell Spratt, 
William Symon, Joseph Tanner, Charles Joseph Tyas, 
George Frederick Vernon, and Stephen Horton William- 
son, Esqs. 
By Order of the Council, 
(Signed) S. H. Waxpotz, Chairman, 
Council-chamber, Lincoln’s-inv, April 9. 





UNIVERSITY OF CAMBRIDGE. 
CHANCELLOR’s Mepat ror Leaat STupIEs. 

The subjects of examination for the Chancellor’s medal 
for legal studies to be awarded in 1878 are—1. The scheme 
and contents of the Digest of Justinian. 2. Private inter- 
national law. 3. English constitutional law: History of 
the power of the Crown since the Revolution. 4. English 
law of evidence. The prize is open to the competition of 
all bachelors of art or law under the standing of M.A, or 
LL.M. 





Court Papers. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. Court oF Masrzx oF THE 
< APPEAL. Rouzs. 
Monday, April 16 Mr. Milne Mr. Clowes 
Tuesday ...... 17 Merivale Koe 
Wednesday .. 18 Milne Pemberton. 
Thursday .... 19 Merivale Clowes 
Friday........ 20 Milne Koe 
Saturday .... 21 Merivale Pemberton. 
V.C. Matiws. V.0.Bacow. V. OC. Hatt. 
Monday, April 16 Mr.Ward Mr. Farrer Mr. Latham 
Tuesday ...... 17 Holdship King Leach 
Wednesday.... 18 Teesdale Farrer Latham 
Thursday .... 19 Ward King Leach 
Friday ...... 20 Holdship Farrer Latham 
Saturday...... 21 Teesdale King Leach 





James Stephen, and William George Thorpe, of the Middle | 
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COURT OF APPEAL. 
List oF APPEALS FoR Easter SittT1nGs, 1877, 
APPEALS FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, 


West v Orr app of plt VCB (cav Feb 6—present Lord 
Justice James, Sir W Baliol Brett, and Sir R P_ Ampblett) 
The Phospate Co, limd, v Hartmont appl of deft 

. Phasphate 8 2 tc limd, v H 

The Phosphate Sewage Co, v Hartmont appl of deft 
WF Englebach VCM ” 

The Phosphate Sewage Co, limd,v Hartmont appl of deft 
Jas Alex Molleson V C M (cav Feb 13—present Lord 
Justice James, Sir G W W Bramwell, and Sir R P Amphlett 

In re F W Snell, a Solicitor, & app of F W Snell M 
(cav Mar 24—present Lord Justice James, Lord Justice 
Mellisb, and Sir Richard Baggallay) 

For Hearing. 
1876. 

North British and Mercantile Insurance Co v bah sae London, 
and Globe Insurance Co _ app of defts (except Royal Insur- 
ance Co) M R—Aug 12 

Bower v Haley app of deft V C B—Nov 6 


Marsden v Kent app of plt V C H—Dec 15 
In ‘al laa Lynn app of Frederick Seaton M R— 


Steinthal vy Samson app ofdeft YC H—Dec 23 
Crompton v Lea app of plt V C H—Dec 28 


1877. 

In re Waugh’s Will Trusts 10 & 11 Vict c 96 app of John 
Waugh & ors V C H—Jan 5d 

Ranken v Alfaro app of plts VC H—Jan 9 

In re Lawrence, deceased Evennett v Lawrence app of plt 
VC H—Jan 11 

Murdoch v Mathew app of deft G B B Mathew M R—Jan 11 

In:re Quarrell’s Settled Estates app of T J Quarrell & ors 
VC M—Jan 18 

Price v Jenkins app of defts V C H—Jan 23 

a mes Trusts app of Mayor, &c, of Leeds V C M— 

an $ 

In re Veale, deceased app of E H Rodd & ors (Trustees) 
M R—Jan 26 

Warner v Twilling app of plt M R—Jan 31 

In re Cecil Mary George, an infant,ex pte T J George app of 
pet VC H—Feb8 

Gale v Squier app of deft VC B—Feb8 

Cheavin v Walker app of deft V C B—Feb 13 

lr deceased King v George app of pli VC M— 

e 


Holuev Guy appofdeft M R—Feb 15 

Teasdalev Braithwaite app of pit V C B—Feb 15 

Rossiter v Miller app of deft R—Feb 16 

Henderson v Henderson app of deft V C H—Feb 26 

In re East Norfolk Tramway Co, limd app of official liquidator 
M R—Feb 26 

— v The Leyton Local Board app of plt VC M—Feb 


oa - The Sheffield Wagon Co, limd app of plt MR— 


ar 

Noble v Edwards app of deft V C B—Mar 8 

TS v Re dox v Crick app of Suphia A Grice 

— Mar 

Dodwell v The Queen app of H J Dodwell from order on dem 
topet of right VC M—Mar 10 

In re Henry Taylor Dow, deceased, and Trustee Act, 1850, 
app of Anne Dow & ors from order of V C of Co Palatine of 
Lancaster (Manchester District)—Mar 17 

In re St. Nazaire Co, limd, & Co's Acts (claim of the European 
aya app of liquidator VC M—Mar 17 

Roe v Davies app of defts D Davies & anr VC B—Mar 19 

Vv Davies app of W H Howell & anr V C B—Mar 19 

In re Bolg Trusts app of H Shelley VC M—Mar 19 

Laceaa v mcena app of Gerald Surman M R—Mar 21 

2 ast 1570 Gees i <7 Act, 1875, ont peep gore 

n re Barrows’ application) app of Regtr e 

Marks V C M—Mar 23 7 . 

in ro The New La Co, limd, & Co’s Acts app of Wm Beale 


B—Mar 
v Stewart app of end from ord of V C of Co Palatine 
of Lancaster (I.iverpool District) —Mar 29 


Stothert v Richard app of deft 7 R—April 5 
From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Chan 
Division. mu 


Dodwell vy The Queen (Chan Div—V C original m of 
for security for costs . ” a 
v Castle app of plt M R—Mar 15 
In re Mayhew, deceased Rowles v ae ash app of The Real 
and Personal Advance Co VC M—Mar 19 
Cookes v Cookes app of deft J H Cookes V C M—Mar 23 
Ewart v Booth app ef Samuel Wilson VC H—Mar 24 





Twycross v Dreyfus app of plt V C H—Mar 27 
Tweddle v Lows app of deft A Lows VC H—Mar 27 
Child v Stenning app of plt VC H—Mar 28 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Judgment. ; 

Hudson v Tabor appof plt from L C Justice and Justices Mel-- 
lor and Quain (cav Nov 8—present Lord Coleridge, Lord 
Justice Mellish, Sir W Baliol Brett, and Sir R P Amphlett) 

Betteley v Alt app of deft from judgment at trial before Mr 
Justice Field (c a v Dec 18—present LC Justice Cockburn, 
L:C Baron Kelly, Sir G W W Bramwell, and Sir R P 
Amphlett) 

For Hearing. 
1876. 

Metcalfe v The Britannia Iron Works Co, limd app of plt from: 

ord of L C Justiee and Justices Blackburn and Field on sp c 
t hd Dec 4—present Lord Justice Mellish, Sir G WW 
ramwell, and Sir R P Amphlett) 

Sugg v Silber app of deft Order nisi granted 31 May returnable 
before Court of Appeal (S O Feb 13) 

Robinson v Price app of deft from LC Justice and Justices 
Mellor and Lush onspe Decl 

The Queen (on prosecution of J L Roberts) v J B Monck and 
AW Cobham (J P for Berks) app of defts from Justices Mel-- 
lor and Lush under C L P Act, 1852 On Crown side Decd 

The Duke of Devonshire v The Barrow Hematite Steel Co, limd 
app of plt from L C Justice and Justice Lush on spc 5 

Barry & Cov Hicks (sued, &c) app from LC Justice and Justice 
Lush—Dec 16 

In re Archibald Richard Shaw & Cos Act, 1862 app of Sir- 
Eustace F Piers, Bart, from L C Baron, Baron Cleasby, and 
Justice Field—Dec 20 

Leadbeater v Cross app of defts from L C Justice and Justices 
Mellor and Lush—Dec 23 


1877. 


Holman v Wade app of plts from judgment at trial before 
Mr Justice Manisty—Jan 1 

The New River Co v The Midland Ry Co app of plt Co from 

pindst at —— oo = — peinaie AY ~ - na a 
vington v Thomas and Pugh appo ug m judgt 
of Justices Mellor and Lugh—Jan 27 

Wait v Sauerland app of plt action tried before Mr Justice 
; ae nisi granted returnable before Court of Appeal— 

an 

Jones and ors v The Victoria Graving Dock Co app of deft Co- 
from judgt of Justices Mellor and Lush on sp onda 31 

The Metropolitan Ry Co v Defries and ors “pp of deft from 
order of Justices Mellor and Field on dem—Feb 1 

Leask v Scott Bros & Co upp of pits from judgt at trial before- 
Mr. Justice Field—Feb 1 

Witt v Parker &ors app of plt from judgt at trial before Mr. 
Baron Pollock—Feb 7 

Randall v Graham app of plt from order of Mr. Justice- 
Mellor on dem—Feb 1 

Rabbits v Cox app of - fron? order of Justices Mellor and 
Lush on sp c—Feb 1 

Earl of Eglinton v Norman and another app of deft Norman 
from judgt at trial before Mr Baron Cleasby—Feb 21 

Forward & ors v Walker & ors app of pit from judgt at trial 
before Lord Coleridge—Feb 26 

Drakeford & anr v Whitwell app of deft from judgt of Justices- 
Mellor and Lush—Mar 9 

The London General Cab Co, limd, v Donisthorpe Spp of deft 
from judgt at trial before Mr. Justice Lindley—Mar 

Oyler & anr vy Kennard & anr app of pit from judgt at trial 
before Sir G W W Bramwell—Mar 9 ‘ 

Sharp v Wood app of deft from judgt of Mr. Baron Cleasby 
without a jury—Mar 22 

Pearson v Cox app of pits from judgt at trial before Mr Justice 
Denman—Mar 


FROM THE COMMON PLEAS DIVISION, 
For Judgment. 

Parker v The South-Eastern Ry Co app of defts from Lord 
Coleridge and Justices Brett and Lindley Gabell v The South- 
Eastern Ry Co app of defts from Justices Grove and Den- 
man rule nisi granted Nov 29 returnable before Ct A 

ca v Feb ae Lord Justice Mellish, Sir Richard 
jay, and Sir G W W Bramwell) 


For Hearing. 
1876. 
(80) Mayor, &c, of London v London Joint Stock Bank 2PP 
of deft from Lord Coleridge (26 Jan 1876 S 0 till issues o' 


fact tried) 
Kemp v TA app of plt from Justices Brett and Archibald: 
une 
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Kemp v Isaacson app of deft from Justices Brett and Archi- 
bald—Oct 18 (pt hd Dec 12 restored for further hearing on 
report of arbitrator) 

1877. 

Turnbull & ors v Janson app of pit from judgt at trial befor® 
Mr Baron Cleasby—Jan 16 

Foster & ors v Roberts & Co app of plts from judgt of Lord 
Coleridge without a jury—Jan 18. 

Humphreys v Cousins app of dft from judgt of Justices 
Denman & Lindley—Jan 19 

Cook v Ward app of dit from judgt of Lord Coleridge and Mr 
Justice Lindley—Jan 24 

Melhado & anr v Watson & anr app of plts from judgt on 
demr of Mr Justice Denman—Jan 27 

Wilson & anr v Breslauer app of plts from judgt of Lord 
Coleridge and Justices Grove & Denman—Jan 30 

) app of dfts 


White v Levy & anr (Liverpool District Regis' 
i fric Temple, 


= ~ at trial before Mr Commissioner 

—Fe 

Rumsey v Nicholl app of plt from judgt on demr of Mr 
Justice Denman—Feb 12 

Kanitz v Scarborough & ors app of plt from judgt of Justices 
Brett & Grove on Feb 18 1876—Feb 16 

Twycross v Grant app of dft Grant from judgt of Lord 
Coleridge & Justices Grove & Lindley 

ban ages vGrant app of dft Grant from order discharging 

e nisi 

Twycrossv Grant app of dfts Clark and Punchard from judgt 
of Lord Coleridge & Justices Grove and Lindley—Mar 2 

Twycross v Grant app of dfts Clark and Punchard from order 
discharging rule nisi—Mar 2 

Bessela v Sterne app of plt from judgt of Justices Grove & 
Denman—F*: b 26 


FROM THE EXCHEQUER DIVISION. 
For Judgment. 


Hyde v Warden app of plt from L C Baron and Baron Cleasby 
(cav Jan 15—present L C}Justice Cockburn, Sir W Baliol 
Brett, and Sir R P Amphlett) 


For Hearing. 
1877. 

Fisher v Smith app of deft from L C Baron and Baron Cleasby 
(pt hd Jan 15—present L C Justice Cockburn, Sir Baliol 
Brett, and Sir R P Amphlett) 

H.M. Attorney-Gen v Anne Charlton and ors app by informant 
from dec on Revenue side of Ex Division—argued originally 
before Barons Bramwell and Cleasby and Justice Brett and 
re-argued before L. C. Baron and Barons Amphlett and 
Huddleston (pt hd Jan 20—present L C Justice Cockburn, 
L J Mellish, Sir R Baggallay, and Sir W Baliol Brett) 

Atkinson v The Neweastle & Gateshead Water Co app of plt 
from judgt of L C Baron and Barons Martin, Bramwell, and 
Cleasby—Jan 19 

Norwood v The London and North-Western Ry Co_ app of 
defts from judgt of LC Baron and Baron Cleasby—Jan 23 

De Bergue and anr v The Rogglare Harbour Co app of 
pltfis from judgt at:trial before Mr Baron Cleasby—Jan 24 

De Bergue and anr v The Rosslare Harbour Co rule nisi 
for new trial to be argued with a 

‘Sands and ors v Baxenden Turkey fed Dyeing Co app of deft 
from judgt at trial before Mr. Justice Field—Feb 3 

Le Riche and anr v Harrison and ors appeal of plt from judgt 
of L C Baron and Baron Huddleston—Feb 3 

Cottev Corb-ttand anr app of plt from judgt on demr of Mr. 
Baron Poltock—Feb 7 

Wright v The London General Omnibus Co app of dft Co, 
order nisi granted returnable before Ct App—Feb 7 

‘Clarke v Rocho and ors app of dfts from judgt of Barons Pollock 
= en (app stayed till security for costs given)— 


Huntv Grove and anr app of dfts from judgt at trial before |! 


‘ Mr J se: Field—Feb 10 
enson v. a f plts from judgt of 
and Pollock Feb iB Prag me ror 
Johnson v The Credit Lyonnais app of defts from judgt at trial 
um - Mr J — poe re 17 
ors v ma RysCo app of pltffs from j of 
Barons Cleasby and Pollock —Peb 17 . lan 
Dunean, Mathesen, & Co v ED Kilbura & Co, and Gillam, 
Long, & Co app of defts and cross app of pitffs from judgt 
of Barons Cleasby and Tollock—Feb 17 
The Mayor, &c, of Penrhyn v Holm app of deft from judgt of 
Barons Cleasby and Pollock—Feb 20 
Shorrocks, Sons, & Co v E D Kilburn & Co, and Gillam, Long, 
& Co app of pltffs from judgt of Barons Cleasby and Pollock 
ri pat MS sont ve me previous “PP but one is heard) 
™ ; 
Peled vate of pltff from judgt of Barons Cleasby and 
Atkinson v. The Newcastle and Gateshead Water Co app of 
deft co from judgt on demr of L C Baron and Barons Martin, 
Bramwell, and by—Feb 27 





reunion} 


Johnson v Bloomenthal app of deft from judgt at trial bef 
Mr Justice Field—Mar iS indst 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION. 
For Judgmeut, 

Cargo ex Schiller, No, 7,354 and No. 7,354 Legg & ors v 
owners of the Cargo ex Schiller app of defts from Sir R J 
Phillimore (c a v Dec 1i—present, d Justice James, Sir 
Richard Baggallay, and W Baliol Brett) 


For Hearing. 
Miller & ors v The owners of the Steam Ship Virgo original 
motn of plts for leave to adduce further oral evidence on ap - 


Ship Julia David—1876—O—No 408 Ocean Steam Ship Com- 

— v Owners of the Julia David app of plis from Sir R J 
hillimore (with Nautical Assessors)—Dec 11 

Ship Harriet Agnes—1876—A—No. 402 Anderson & ors v. 
Owners of the Harriet Agnes app of plts from Sir R J Philli- 
more (with Nautical Assessors)—Jan 8 

Ship Waterloo—1876—C—No 400 Cory & ors v Owners of the 
Waterloo and freight app of defts from Sir R J Phillimore 
(with Nautical Assessors) —Jan 27 

Gladstone v Gladstone (Divorce) app of respt from order of 
full or Divisional Court, dated 20 January, 1877—Feb 16 

Ship Cymba—1876—C—No 445 Willis v. Owners of the 
Cymba app of defts from Sir R J Phillimore (with Nauti- 
cal Assessors) —Feb 27 

Ship Virge—1876—M—No 326 Mille and ors v Owners of 
the Virgo app of plts from Sir R. J. Phillimore—Feb 27 


From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Common 
Law Divisions. 
Smith and anr v Turstig and anr (C P Division) app of plt 
from Justices Grove and Lindley—Feb 9 
Creen v W. andR. Wright (C P Division) app of plt from 
Justices Grove and Lindley—Feb 14 
De Hart (suing, &) v Clarke and ors (Q B Division) app of 
defts from. Justices Mellor and Manisty—Feb 24 
Kynaston v Macinder (Ex Division) app of deft from Sir R P 
Amphlett at Nisi Prius—March 24 
Fenn v Rooney Rooney v Fenn (Ex Division) app of deft 
Rooney from L C Baron and Mr Justice Field—March 29 
The Bank of Montreal v Cameron (Q B Division) appl of plts 
from Justices Grove and Field (not before April 11)—April 1 
Blake v The Albion Life Assurance Society (C P Division) 
app of plt from Justices Grove and Field (not before April 
11)—April 6 


FROM THE LONDON COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
In re Ld Chas Innes Ker Ex parte Ld Chas Innes Ker 
In re Bennett & Glave Ex parte M Kirk (3) 

In re Lancaster Ex parte Lancaster 

In re Trethowan Ex parte Tweedy & Co 
In re Coleman Ex parte Waddington 
In re Bedell Ex parte Gilbey 

In re Mentrop Ex parte Weil 

In re Henley Ex parte Fletcher 

In re Smith Ex parte Dixon 

In re Heavens Ex parte Eldrid 

In re Merchant Ex parte Merchant 

In re Lambert Ex parte Saffery 


FROM THE DIVISIONAL COURT OF APPEAL. 

Robt Blake, appellant, v Thos Beech, respt appl of respt from 

Baron Cleasby and Justices Grove and Field—August 10 
William Scott, appellant, v Henry S , respt appl of applt 

Wm Scott from Baron Cleasby and Justices Mellor and 

Grove—Dec 14 

N.B.—This list contains Appeals set down to Friday, April 

6th, inclusive. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
List oF Causes FoR Easter Sirrines, 1877. 
Before the MasTzr or THE RoLLs. 
Causes (with Witnesses). 
Hagg v Stuart cft(not be- Thompson v Black aot trial 
fore April 30, Carlill v Barritt ¢ trial . 
Boller v Meier eft (not be- Addison v Bell act trial and 
fore April 28 j 
Plimpton v Spiller act trial 
Nene Hovignion Commission- 
ers (3rd division) v Mid Ry Dickinsonvy Parr md 
Co md Chilcott v Russ af t (not be- 
Nene Nai ion Commission- _fore April 20 
ers (3rd division) vGN Ry MacAndrew v Barker trial of 
Colimd md issue of fact without a jury 
Stock v Bosanquet aottrial Michell v Kevern act trial 
Towle v Topham act trial § The Odessa Tramways Co, 


motn 
Peyton Erle act trial 


Yetts v Almond act 
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ae 





limd, v Mendel Mendel v 
The Odessa Tramways Co 
limd (by rial an 
counter claim) act trial (S O) 

Sugden v Blumberg act trial 

Ellis v Ibstock Colliery Co, 
limd act trial 

Gaby vIrvine act trial (not 
before April 24) 

Stone v Peek act trial 

The Nitro Phosphate & Odam’s 
Chemical Manure Co, limd, 
v The London and St 
Katherine Dock Ce act 
trial (not before April 24) 

Bower v The Foreign and 
Colonial Gas Co limd c 

ial 


tri 

Gillum v Forster act trial 

Smith v Ivison c trial (not 
before May 1) 

The London and County Land 
and Building Co limd v The 
Societe Generale act trial 

The Harrogate Public Rooms 
Co, lind, v Dawson m jud 

Perkins v Lewis act trial 

Carr v Taylor act trial 

Bull v Cameron act trial 

The Burrow & Butson Mining 
Co, limd, v Stevens c trial 

Towill v Carswell act trial 

(Leggatt v Warner act trial 

— v Backhouse act 
tri 


Painter v Meller act trial 
transferred from Ex Diy 
Wooler v Swithinbank 


trial 
Kino v Rudkin act trial 
Collinson v Ravenscroft act 
trial and m jud 
Gatti v Dixon act trial 
Bell v mpg ene act trial 
ey 


act 


Hamley v Ham act trial 
Haselfoot v Chelmsford High- 
way Board act trial 
The Briton Medical & General 
Life Association v Jeffries 
c trial (not before May 2) 
The Nationa! Provincial P!ate 
Insurance Co v The 


Prudential Assurance Co 
act trial 

Moét v Pickering act trial 

In re Terry’s Estate, Milner v 
Cooke act trial 

Hoare v Tucker act trial 

Hunt v The Glamorgan Coal 
Co, limd act trial 

Nicol v Brooksbank act trial 

Round v Wright act trial 

The West Cumberland Iron & 
Steel Co, limd, v Kenyon 
act trial 

In re Yates, deceased Smurth- 
waite v Scurr act trial 

Clarke v Coste act trial 

Smith v Van Joel c¢ trial 

Woods v Roberts act trial 

Digby v Beresford 1876—D.— 
234 aft 

Digby v Beresford 1876—D.— 
235 aft 

Hart v Swaine act trial 

Johnstone v Cox act trial 

Hill v Crosby c trial 

Ruddock v Auber act trial 

The Oriental & American 
Telegraph Co, limd, v Dod- 
well c trial 

Cripps v Robinson act trial 

Blagg v Marshall act trial 

Turner v Malcolm act trial 

Pinney v Hunt act trial 

Cockshott v The London Gene- 
ralCab Co aft 

Witty v Spurr act trial 

Gillespie v The Hampshire & 
North Wilts Banking Co 


act trial 
Braich Goch Slate Quarry Co, 
limd, v Robins aft 
Tunstall v Close c trial 
Moss v Gardiner aft Apri 
12 by order 
Ireland v Luff act trial 
Richardson v Budd act trial 
Pearson v Scott act trial 
Dighton v The Sharpness New 
Docks, &c, Co act trial 
The Blackburn Union v Brooks 
act trial 


Causes (without Witnesses). 


Leach v Jay dem of dt Mary 
_ Jay Leach v Jay dem of 
dts §S. Killich ors 
Leach v Jay dem of dts E. 
Osborn and anr 
Klug v KI dem 
Wagstaffe v Price md 
Williams v Hathawa 
trial not before April 30 
The Clitheroe Lime Co v 
Briggs act trial 
v Vaux act trial 
Gardom v Thomas c trial (SO 
evidence not complete) 
“es Moorat a f t (not before 


y 7) 
Maxwell vy Herapath act trial 
‘Owen v Parry-Jones act trial 
In re Swaffield’s Estate 
Swaffield v Nelson a f t (not 
before April 17) 
Austin v Swinburne act trial 
(not before April 20) 
Allsopp v Walker 80 
Pearson vy Brady act trial 
Weare v White mjud 
tt v ves 80 
Stafford vy Coxon act trial 
Coulson vy York fo 
‘Gilbert v Frost act trial 
In re Powell’s Estate, Kelly. v 
Kelly act trial 
oy v Powell nai an (8.0. 
e not complete 
Kachbold 4 bo Laem 4 
onservative News Oy 
limd action for thal (not 
before May 8) 


act 


The Plating Co, limd, v The 
Sheffield Nickel and Silver 
Plating Co, limd, co 

Cave v Mackenzie m jt 

Goulden v The Corporation of 
Salford a t by order 

In re Gelderd, deceased Gelderd 
v Logan mjt (under order 
40, rule 11, by order) 

Milligan v The Hellin Sulphur 
Co. fe 

Cummins v Poole fe 

Anderson v Chancellor fo 

Jones v Griffith cof t.(not be- 
fore April 20) 

In re Bishop’s Estate, Comlt- 
hurst v Bishop trial of 
question at law 

St Bartholomew's. H v 
Phillips m d (not, before 
May 1) 

In re Dewson’s Estate, Dew- 
son v Barber fc.and sumns 


vary 
Murray v Malmesbury Ry. Co, 
at (short 
Browne v Kirby fo 
Jo:eph v Mallett fo 
Boulden.v Williams fe 
Nash v Ray at 
Thomas v Buxton fo 
In:re Blake, deceased, Solr for 
the Treasury v Attorney- 
Gen a t (short) 
Newons Oliver fo 
Curteis v Wormald ot 
Archer v The Langham Skat- 
ing Rink Co, limd at 





Coe of Sewers v 
c 


In re Pryer’s Estate, Worraker 
vPryer fe 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir RicHARD MALINs. 
Causes. 


In re Wight, Wight v Carter 
dem 


Apsey v Apsey dem 

Clark*v Price dem ‘ 

General Works Co, limd, v 
Great Western of Brazil Ry 
Co demr 

Same vSame dem of Wilson, 

. Sons bn 
urner v Tepper md. pt hd 

Wid v Teo md pt hd 

Rae v Vivers c wits pt hd 
April 16 

Gibson v Head c wits pt hd 
April 16 

Ernest v Evans m d pt hd 

Gilbert v Endean ctrial 

Inglis v St Giles’ Vestry, 

t{Camberwell act trial 

Durham Building Society v 
Turnbull cwitns Jan 30 

Ashbee v Appleby c wits 

Wilson v Hodgson c trial 

McQueen v Anderson c pt hd 

Morle v Willment act trial re- 
stored 

Dunning v Berridge c trial 

Kenney v Kenney fc andsms 
to vary 

Shoehan v Houghton act trial 
wits 

International Contract Co, limd 
vMeHenry md 

Clark v Girdwood c trial wits 

Beale vy Gwynne act trial 

Hanham v Lord Jersey 

. trial wits 

In re Brown, deceased Brown 
v Denton act trial 

Dear v Moffat m judgt 

Williams v Thomas c 

Paas v Carr motn judgt 

Thomson v Rogers c trial 

Pater v Mewburn act trial wits 

Baker v Silvester act trial wits 

Young v Higgs ctrial 

Winkley v Winkley act trial 

Turner v Hand c trial 

Butler v Butler c wits May 2 

Eyre v Mercer c trial wits 

Thrane v Redman c trial wits 

Moffat v St James’s Bank, 
limd Dear v Moffat cons 
acts trial with wits 

Dance v Dabbs act trial wits 

Murrell vy Sandon trial 

Edwards v Great Eastern Ry 
Co act trial , 

Boyes v Cook c trial wits 

Wilks v Dickinson fc 

Blease v Warrington, &c, Co 
f c and sums to vary 

Maretzek v Lucca ¢ 

Tout v Tout fo 

Pearse v Pearse fc & sums to 


vary 

Mills. v Mardon fo 

Morres v Lloyd fo 

Toms v Toms fo 

Back v Hay, Bart ct wits 

Frewen v Boniltee c trial 

Harrison v Walshall fo 

Kitehen v Kitchen fo 

Siegert v Findlater act for trial 

Plews v Lee o for trial 

Martin v. Wale act for trial 

Guille v Fox In re Fox, de- 
ceased, Leonard v Guilly f ¢ 
and sums to vary 

Reeve v Reeve o for trial 

Fearnehough v Fernell act 
trial wits 

Parker v Reeve o for trial 

‘Crabtree v Mellor fo 

Tams v Riles fo and sums to 


vary 
Poller v Pegg act for trial 


act 


Lane v Flower Flower v 
Flower fc 
Rolls v Pearce ce 
Naylor v Goodall act trial wits 

Meek v Devenish fc 

Hill v Theakstone ct & pet 

Clayton v Tomlinson act trial 
wits 

Homer v Homer ¢ trial 

Washbourn v Rogers f c short 

Saunders v Dunman act trial 

Burgess v Gage act trial 

Heaword v Heaword fc 

Yarrow v Knightly fe 

Brooks v Harris fc 

Rendell v Gardner act trial 

Bagnall v Nayler c trial 

Moffatt v Farquhar act trial wits 

Hall v Lovelock ¢ trial 

Hargreaves v Lewis ec trial 
with wits 

Metzler v Wood & Co act trial 
with wits 

Elliott v Evans act trial with 
wits 

Bonnewell v Association Land 
Financiers fc 

Ward v Wyld act trial with 
wits 

Wilson v Morley act trial 

Beddington v Beddington spc 

Fletcher v Kelly trial 

Davis v Nathan act trial wits 

Gale v Gale act trial 

Shuttleworth v Murray fe 

Morgan v Thomas spc 

Lancashire, &c, Railway Cov 
Higgins act trial 

Parkinson v Ingleby act trial 

Green v Chapman act trial 

ptwits 

Attorney-General v Moass & 
Redway m judgt 

Aston v Mytton act trial wits 

Mytton v Aston act trial wits 

In reGrundy Aston v Mytton 
act trial wits 

Banco de Lima v Anglo-Peru- 
vian Bank, limd ¢ trial 

Tidbury v Nash act trial wits 

Ames v Taylor act trial 

Wyatt v De Salomos act trial 


wits 
Lydall v Martinson act trial 


wits 
Airey v Fisher fo 
Watson v Rodwell act trial 


wits 
Watson v Rutherford act trial 
wits 


Prosser v Smart c trial 

Rees v Morris act trial wits 

Maude v Wisker act trial 

Aldridge v Evans act trial 

In re Barnard, deceased Bar- 
nard v Barnard act trial short 

Kirkwood v Webster act trial 


wits 
In re Parker, deceased Parker 

v Storer act tri 
Cotterell v Ward act trial 
Beadman v Harris ¢ trial 
Puliga v Hope fc (short) 
Dumas v Rogers act trial wits 
Taunton v Synnot act trial 
Griffiths v Jones act trial 
Bryd v Nunn act trial 
Evans v Thomas ¢ trial 
Gray v Paull act trial 
Gomme v Brown fo 
Maile v Drayson trial 
Smith v Crabtree fo 
Wilcock v Clegg trial 
Knox v Samson act trial wits 
Baines v Marshall & Co act 


wits 
Morrell y Cowan act trial wits 
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Jaques v Millar act trial 

Smith v Pratt aot trial 

London, &c, Insurance Co v 
Davies act trial wits 

Robotham v Dunnett act trial 
wits 

Stone v Gibbins c trial 

Chadwick v Appleton act 
trial wits 

Moyley v Cowie act trial 

Warren v Didd fe 

Crowe v Barnicott act trial 

Hartley v Dilke m jud 

In re Stunt, Barlee v Stunt 
act trial 

Byne v Leadbitter fc 

Holmfeld v Hart act trial 

Attorney General v Biphos- 
phated Guano Co ¢ trial 

Phelps v Queen Insurance Co 
¢ trial 

Hutchinson v Hutchinson act 
trial wits 

Dence v Mason act trial wits 

Willis v Bearcroft act trial 

Sankey v Williams act trial 
wits 

Goulding v Schofield act trial 

Bate v Willats fc 

Huntley v Sanderson act trial 
wits 

Cooke v Chilcott act trial 

wan DR 
Villiams v Raggett act trial 

Marychurch v Rodrigues c 
trial pro confesso 

Smith v Boast fc 

Rawlinson v Hatch fe 

Kernick v Bamfield fc 

Huntingdon v Thomson act 
trial 

Duignan v Storer act trial 


Parker v Parker fc 

Brumby v Lumb ¢ trial 

Rogers v Shaw fc 

Sworden v Jackson act trial 
wits 

Norton v Land N W Ry Co 
act trial 

Cruse v Smith fe 

Herman v Doerks act tyial 


Wits 

Jackson v North-Eastern Ry 
Co ctrial wits 

Blake v Allfrey md 

— v Mayor, &c, Newport 


m 

Roberts v Foulkes mj Ches- 
ter D R (short) 

Chattock v Muller act trial 

Cupper v Cochrane act trial 
wits 

Manson v Thacker, Manson v 
Thacker fo 

In re Bull, Bull v Deverell 
m jt (short) 

Giona, &c, Cov Dalgairns c 
trial wits 

Darke v Horwood act trial 

Pilley v Baylis c trial wits 

Tabor v Brooks act trial 

Ashworth v Munn fc 

Patchett v Ibbotson fc 

ae v Wilts, &c, Canal 


act 
Milligan v Harding act trial 
(Halifax DR) 
Eldridge v Burgess act trial 
its 


wi 

Bedford v Pilbrow act trial 

In re Blakeway, deceased 
Simcoxv Blakeway act trial 

In re Parker, deceased, Theed 
v Phillips act trial 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir James Bacon. 


‘auses 
Set down previous to transfer. 


Clark vy Bullows md 

Andrews v Davison o trial 
wits MR 

Evans v Harry act trial MR 
wits 

Capper v Chapman act trial 
wits MR 

Holcombe v Adams c trial 

De vaso 

v Floating Swimming 

‘ita Co, limd” c trial wits 


a v Carlton c trial wits 


Hart v Cohen act trial wits 

Shetler v Hare c trial wits 

Taylor v Eckersley act trial 
wits 


Transferred from the Master or THE ROoLts, 


Chancellor MALINs, 


Lane v Venables act trial 
wits 

The Nanty-Glo and Blaina 
Tron Works Co, limd, v 
Carlton c trial 

Original Hartlepool Collieries 
Cov Mocn c wits 

Moon v Original Hartlepool 
Collieries c wits 

Harris v West London, &c., 
Building Society act trial 

Moore v Pooley act trial wits 

London and St Katharine 
Docks Co v Metropolitan 
Ry Co act trial 

Hall v Eve act trial wits 


Vice- 


and Vice-Chancellor Halt pur- 


suant to Order dated Nov. 28, 1876. 


T v Davies c trial wits 
VeH 


Lavery v Manero act trial wits 
VCH—not before April 24 
Davidson v Chiboust c trial 

wits VCH 
Casson vy Dormoy c¢ trial YCH 
Rolfe v MeLaren act trial 
VCH 
Haniel v Putz act trial VCH 
— v Weir act trial wits 


CH 

Richardson v Bramall act trial 
wits VCM 

Waterston v Heaven act trial 
wits VCH 

Smith v Brind ctrial VCH 

Davis v Morgan cwits MR 

Longbournev Fisher act trial 
and mjudgt VCH 

— v Powell c trial wits 


In re Samuel, deceased Davis 
v Jacobs act trial wits MR 





vee v Mogg c wits 
Morgan v Minott trial wits 
M 
Morgan v Green act trial and 
m judgt wits MR 
J — v Vivian act trial wits 
M 


The Provident Permenent 


Building Society v Greenhill 
act. tial and m judgt wits 


v Fairlie c trial VOM 

me vC ¢ trial wits 

Smart v P: act trial 
wits MR 

Culling v Snelling act trial 
wits MR 

Heather v Pardon act trial 
wits MR 

Dray v Ward c trial wits MR 

Barns v Wilts, &,Canal oc 
trial VOM 


Oniey ¢ Sener ¢ trial wits 


as wt c trial wits 

VCM 

Ffrance v Ffrance act trial 
wits 

Whitehead v Sandford act 
trial VCM 

ow Huggins trial wits 


Bellv Cooper acttrial VCM 
Evans v Ball act trial wits 


MR 
Youge v Luke act trial VOM 


= v Cockle c trial wits: 

Smith v Truscott c trial wit 
MR 

Skeet v Local Board of Bishop’s: 
Stortford act trial wits MR. 
April 11 

Swinburne v Hall c trial wits 
MR 


Dorling v Evans act trial wits: 
MR 


Set down since Transfer. 


Howatson v Mason ¢ trial 
Naef v Davis c trial 
Morris v Yorke act trial 


Mortimer v Slater motn judgt 
Hutchinson v Basham c¢ trial: 
Bunyard v McNeill fe 


Jobin v Harding act trial wits Bennett v Houldsworth fc 
Millar v Shetton act trial wits Field v Seward fc 
In. re Jones, Jones v Jones act Nussey v Blackburn act trial 


trial 
Bradbury v Lamb 
West v White act trial wits 


Jones v Johnson & Co act 


ctrial wits trial wits 


Knight v Pullinger fe 


Blount v Mann act trial wits In re Radford, Cartwright v 


Tranter v Goodman c trial 


In re Ackroyd, Ackroy v Ack- 


royd act trial 
Basham v Hutchinson c 
Byron v Deacon c trial wits 
Denison v Holmes f c 


Wilson v Furness Ry Co act 
trial 


“— act trial Bradford: 
Jones v Heavens act for trial 
Hope v International Financial 

Soc aft 
In re Latimer, deceased, Atkin- 

son v Latimer act trial 
In re Jenkins, Wilson v Jenkins 


West London Wharves, &c,Co act trial 


vLane act tri 
Eustace v Lloyd fe 
Lowe v Lowe act trial wits 


In re Peppitt, Chester v¥ 
Phillips fe” 


Robey v Flint fo 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir CHARLES HALL. 
Causes. 


Earl Cowper v Bell demr 
English v Taylor demr 
Republic of Peruv Ruzo- md 
eg: ee ec Aprl6 
The al Insurance Co v 
Kuhner c wits 
Macfarlane v Lister act trial 
Attorney-General v Mayor, 
&c, of Darlington c 
Atkinson v Mason act trial 
pt hd 
Mawlam v Busby act trial 
Blaekburn v Carlton act trial 
Rodbard v Cooke act trial 
Harrison v Pearce aot trial 
. pthd April 10 
Cory v Ker act trial and m 


In oe Ross Cundall v Ross 
ph vt il M 11 

re Meyne ell v 

Wright act trial a m 


judgt 
adsworth v Brown e¢ trial 
Stewart v Ho ctrial wits 


Ashton v Stock c trial 

Ede v Vyse act trial 

Gael v Gibb m 

British Dynamite Co, limd, v 
Krebs c trial wits (not be- 
fore May 1) 

In re Young Young v Dolman 
act trial wits ; 

Phipp v Gifford c trial 

Isaac v Wall o trialand petn 

Heard v Heard ¢ trial 

Dawson v Dawson c trial SO 

Re Walker's Este Church v 
Tyacke act trial 

Aldridge v Aldridge act trial 


& motn j 
Elias v Griffi 


Bacen v ¢ trial 
In re deceased Green 
v Cam act trial 





Attorney-General] v Tomline: 


m 

Re Warren’s Este Warren v 
Tucker act trial 

Evans v Williams act trial 

Graham v Prosser act trial 

Smith v Le Riche act trial 

Watney vTrist act trial and 


motn judgt 

Coles vSerocold act trial and 
motn jud 

Canning i reen c trial 1875 

— ¢ trial 1875 

Boyle v Millin Millinv Boyle 
act for trial 

The Alliance Bk, limd, v Carr 
Carr v The Alliance Bk, limd 
consol acts trial by ord 3lst 
May, ’76 

Garrard v Reily trial 


Newby v Sharpe act trial wits 
Holliday v Heaton act trial 


Pennington v Brinsop Hall 
Coal Co, limd c tri 
almain act trial 


Simpson v B 
wis 


King v Manly act trial wits 
Ramsay v Shutt c trial 
McHenry v Mackenzie c trial 
In re Walmesley, deceased 
Harris v Perry spc 
Roberts v Foulkes trial 
Smith v Vestry of St Pancra 


act trial 
Poe v Etherington ac 
Thorp v Chorley o trial 
Dodson v Richardson act tri 
wits 


Johnson v Dallas c trial 

Shirley v Simmins act tria 

In re Liddell Liddell v Car 
michael act trial 

In re Lindo Mocatta v Lindo 
act triel and m j 

Goad v Denney act 

Payne v Williams act trial 

= v Dimsdale act trial 

ts 


i bere Se act trial wite- 
F g v Charlton act trial 
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P & O Steam, &, Co v 
Tain ect trial wite 


In re Bemish v 
Taylor act trial wits 
In re Atkins Isworth vy Lane 


m = 
PE a: Minet act trial 
Booth v Durose act trial 
Dearlove v Beeton m judgt 
Pilley v Hale c trial wits 
Woolrick v Harris act trial wits 
Bales v Goodchild act trial 
In re Austin Austin v Mason 
act trial 
Mainprice v Pearson act trial 


m judgt 
Glegg v Raingill ctrial — 
Wrighton v Stuckfield act trial 
Jagger v Horsfall act trial 
Mountney v Hopkinson ac 


trial 
‘In re Philpot, deceased Phil- 
potv Watson acttrial — 
Davies v Jenkins act trial wits 
Grave v Ditchfield act trial 
Manchester D R 
Hinton v Staff act trial 
Walker v Bannister act trial 
Barlow v St. John act trial 
Hall vy Wake act trial : 
Cartwright v Burrell act trial 
Simmins v Shirley act trial 
Platt v Kershaw act trial 
Prothero v Fox act trial 
Ruggles v Bateman spc 
Sauer v Wellsted act trial 
Wellsted v Richards act trial 


wits 
McCallum v McSheehan act 
trial wits 
Clark v Marcus act trial 
Jones v Dakin mjudgt 
Tremonger v Eldridge c trial 
wits 
De Bussche v Alt c wits 
Taylor v Cranwell act trial 
Dowdeswell vy Dowdeswell c 
trial wits 
Fryer v Fryer c wits 
Litton v Litton act trial 
Lacey v Martin act trial 
Woodgate v Weldon act trial 
Thwaite v Thwaite fc 
Bentinck v Ellis,1869—B—246 


¢ trial 
Bentinck v Ellis,1869—B—247 
6 trial 


Armitage v Williams act trial 

Inre Smith, Bremner v Parkin- 
son aot trial 

Beards vy Woodward act trial 

“MoRae v Collis act trial 

Collis v McRae c trial 

March v Blake m judgt 

Eynon v Hellard act trial 

Gearns v Baker c trial 

Tn re Mence Harrison v 

Quiles Speddinn: m judgt 
uale v ig m judg 

In re C Otherjun Wright v 
Other act trial 

bey 4 — v Howard act 


tria 

Bradford v Burgess act trial 
wits 

Cripps v Chapman act trial 
wits 

Bonnewell v Jenkins act 
trial 


In re Mathias Mathias v 
Davies act trial 

Bouch v Smart act trial 

- Caley v Caley fo 

Inre Lewer Lewer v Cooper 
act trial 

Withall v Bell trial 

Wrexham Brewery v Weaver 
act trial 


Worth v Worth fo 


In re Cox Parkes vy Cox act 
Bi ab he a 


sis = soma &c, Cov Cox act 


Pearce v Simms act trial 
— v Walden act 


Macdougall v Copestake act 
trial wits 
nae v 
Turner v Pugh act trial 
wits 
Matthews v Spindler act trial 
wits 


De Senger v Waller c trial 
Hayne v Laurie Millbank Co 


act trial 

Cooch vy Walden act trial 

Mellor v Thompson act trial 

Burn v Bishop act trial 

In re Cowley, Jackson v Cow- 
ley act trial 

Johnston v G nm fc 

Free v Bridge fc 

Thomasin v Foster act trial 
wits 

Attorney-Gen v Gas Light 
&o, af t wits 

Hamilton v Hamilton feo 

Downman v Raphael act trial 

Cadbury v Scott fc 

Wainman v Jenkinson f c 
Halifax D R 

Matthews v Pring fc 

Abercrombie v Bishop act 


trial 
Bank of Whitehaven v 
Thompson motn jndst 
In re Dyke, Dyke v Dyke spc 
Dadds v Jefferys fc 
Lobley v Talbot act trial 
Tyrell v Whinfield fo 
ee v Hutchinson act 
tria 


Kirby v Fell act trial (short) 

Garling v Royds c trial 

In re Hewitt, Graham v Hewitt 
act trial 

Budd v Gregg fo 

Parsons v Harris motn jadgt 

Lucraft v Pridham fc and 
sumns to vary 

Jones v Grizzell f c and 
sumns to vary 

Fisher v Slater ct 

Sim v Millard act trial wits 

Wright v Bell act trial wits 

Lound v Jones m judgt ynd 

Giles v Edwards ¢ tria 

Wainman v Jenkinson fc 
(Halifax D R) 

Henaby v Hensby fc (short) 

Parsons v Harris act trial 
wits 

Butterwick v Wyatt fo 

In re Allen Wickins v Parker 
act trial and m judgt short 

Godson v Godson m judgt 

Price v Sandilands fo 

Samuels v Eddison f o and pe 

In re Ratcliffe Wardle v 
Atkinson act trial wits 

In re Musgrave Sandars v 
Gourley act trial wits short 

In re Hall Cadle v Gough 
act trial wits 

Leigh v Brooks act trial wits 

Harris v Noker trial 

Harris v Baily act trial 

Davenport v Bell fo 

In re Humble, deceased 
Humble v Bowman act 


Ballot R bery v Heathcote 
ari oO 08@ v freataco 
m judgt 


N.B.—This List contains Causes set down to Friday, April 


th, inclusive. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
ACTIONS FOR TRIAL IN THE COMMON LAW 
DIVISIONS. 


(Continued from page 446.) 


Ex 192 Vickress v Robinson and 


ors 
Ex 193 Cook v Micoud 
C P 194 Aston v Thomas 


197 Clark v Harvey 

98 Phillips vy Henson 

99 White v Baxter 

00 Pritchard v Hanrott 8 J 
1 Watt v Best 

Oastler v Henderson 
Watt v Knight 

4 Orsi v Dicker 

5 Carr vy Watson 

6 Horton v Morgan 

7 Andrews v Taylor 

8 Batten v Lownds 
Pertwee v Kettner 

0 Prior v Gater 

1 Kew v Shelford 

12 Winkle v Archer 

13 Harris v Reece 

14 Fairhurst v Hall 

15 Hill and ors v Morrison 
216 Sladen v Ruck and anr 
Ex 217 Nicholson v Gilbert 

Ex 218 Shorthouse v Snaith 
Ex 219 Frinneby v Cleaver and 


+ ty 


viel =lololol tf =leolviclels) 
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rom 


ora SJ 
QB 220 Symons v Knight and anr 
QB 221 md v Fuller and anr 


C P 222 Leighton v Browne 

Ex 223 Brown v Tilling 

Q B 224 Bolanachi v Jackson and 
anorsS J 

Ex 225 Bradshaw v Brockelbank 

Ex 226 Bayley v The West Kent 
Gas CoS J 

QB 227 Sadd v Burstall 

Ex 228 Vickers and anr v Bird 
and others 

C P 229 Harris v Tandy 

C P 230 Petritzka v Petrocochine 

C P 231 Hughes v Bradshaw 

C P 232 Robinson and ors v Hope- 


well 

Ex 233 Jaggard and wife v Whit- 
tingham 

QB 234 oy and anr v Dean & 

0 

QB235 Westwood and anrv Mar- 
chant 8S J 

C P 236 In re Bradley’s Settlement 
Trusts SJ 

Ex 237 Farmer v_ Ehrenbacher 
and anr 

QB 238 + aad Bros v Langston 


Ex 239 Evans ané anr v Hall SJ 

C P 240 Austin v The Co of Free 
Fishers and Dredgers of 
Whitstable 

B 241 Walker v Nathall 

B242 Taylor v Hallas 

B2i3 Remington Sewing 
Machine Co v Trussler 

Q B24¢ Strong v Tomalia 

Kx 245 Perriam v Talbot 

C P 246 Wills v Russell 

Ex 247 Varnam v Quentin 

Ex 248 Thorne, P O v Whitehurst 

Ex 249 Dawson v Forbes 

C P250 McCarthy v Simpson, P, 


and C 

QB 251 Aydon v Wheeler 

C P 252 Lewis and anr v White 
and anr 


Q 
Q 
Q 








C P 253 Bath v Strangwa 
Ex 254 Dennett and ors v1 Butters 


Bros 
CP 255 Godbolt v Elliott 
Ex 256 McKechnie and wife v 
ofan General Omnibus 
oO 
Q B 257 Prescott v The Continental 
Life Insurance Co of New 


York 

258 Brookes v Drysda'e SJ 

259 Southern, exor, v Barnett 

260 Edney v Temple 

261 Garrett v Tinsley 

262 McLean and anr v Black- 
ett SJ 

263 Wood v Heritage 

264 Aubin v Mordecai 

265 Spickett and anr v Crock- 
ett and anr 

266 Smith v Mudge 

267 Solomon v Jones 

268 Blaine and anr v Colborne 

269 Jones v Lowther 

270 Palmer v Weston and Co 

271 Christie v Meadows 

Ex 272 Longbourne and anr v Pit- 


man 
Q B 273 Linney v Steward 
Ex 274 ington v Pinnock, exor 


SJ 

C P275 Piggford v The London 
& South Wales Coal Co 

limd 8 J 

P276 Hazell v Rymill 

P 277 Guerin v Blin 

B278 Varley v Schneidt 

279 Morgan and aor v Norn- 


Cot! 

280 Slade v Lake 

281 Warne v London Tram- 
ways Co, limd 

282 Geeson v Mothersill 

283 Beeson v Parkhouse 

284 Gibbons v Lee and ors 

285 L’Hereux v Levy acd Co 
limd S J 

286 Davies v West 

287 Bebbington v Dicks 

288 May v Mayor, &c., of 
Huddersfiela 

289 Maples v Walters 

290 The Dunraven Adare Ca! 
and Iron Co, limd, v Bright 

291 Oxley andanr v Olive 

292 Smith v The Great Eastern 

Railway Co 
93 Rust v Batch 
94 Shardiow v_ London, 
Brighton, & South Coas: 
Ry CoSJ 

5 Herring v Grant 

296 Hore v Horrell 

297 Hamilton v Medwin 
Eyre v Moffatt andanr S J 
Robinson v Fereday 
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302 Kimpton v Padmore 

303 Waghorn v The Wimbtle- 
don Local Board 

304 Stanley v Chinery 

305 Bustard v South York- 
shire Coal and Iron Co, 


limd 

O P 306 Alderman v Garnham 

Ex 307 Brown v Lawes’ Chem‘cal 
Manure Co, limd S J 

Ex 308 Shaw v Holt 

QB 309 Tylerv Hills and ors 


22 LreonO 
Wr mM wt og 


(To be continued.) 





In a case of The School Board fer London v. Crafter 
tried before Mr. Chance, the magistrate at Lambeth, under 
the 121st section of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 
the claim was in respect of the premises No. 219, Beresford- 


street, Walworth, in the occupation of Mr. George 


Crafter, 


a builder and decorator, at a rental of £28 per annum. 
Woolf appeared for Mr. Crafter, and Freeman for the School 
Board. The Board called the landlord, Mr. Warren, in 
support of their contention that the claimant was only a 
monthly tenant and not a quarterly one, but the magistrate 


held, from the evidence given and the quarterl 


receipts 


produced, that Mr. Crafter was now really a yearly tenant, 
though when: he first occupied the premises his rent was 
oxy monthly. The claimant was called, and stated that he 

been served with a notice to quit by the Board, but 
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that, under Mr. Fuller's advice, he had taken no heed of it, 
and that subsequently the Board served him with a notice 
to treat. He further stated that his net profits amounted to 
about £3 or £4 a week, and that he generally had four or five 
men at work forhim, and that the compulsory removal might 

rove a seriouslosstohim. Mr.Edmond F. Fuller, of the 
Frm of Fuller & Fuller, surveyors, of Bucklersbury, gave 
evidence on behalf of Mr. Crafter, and he stated in his 
evidence that no formal claim had been sent in, as Mr. 
Young, the Board surveyor, would not entertain the matter, 
and declined to make any offer whatever, as he considered 
he had no legal right to compensation, being under a peepee 
notice to quit, but it now being considered otherwise by the 
magistrate, Mr. Fuller stated that the claimant was 
entitled to a year’s profits at least, or £200, in addition to 
some £10 or £12 for removal, and £26 4s. 6d."the value of 
his trade fixtures and fittings, and that he had had con- 
siderable experience in matters of this kind, and had 
ey over a hundred claims last year on a similar basis, 
and t, had the business been one of cash trade over 
the counter, the amount would have been greater, as the 
claimant would then be entitled to eighteen months’ profits, 
which was his unexpired interest in the premises in ques- 
tion. In answer to Mr. Chance, Mr. Woolf stated that the 
total estimate would be about £240. Mr. Charles J. Barker, 
@ surveyor of King William-street, was called on behalf of 
the Board, and stated that £28 would be a fair compensation, 
as the claimant had no shop, and the premises were small. 
Mr. Chance remarked on the extraordinary and wide 
difference between ‘the surveyors, and, after ing Mr. 
Fuller a few more questions, he awarded the claimant £200 
as compensation, and £32 7s. for costs, including £10 10s. 
Mr. Fuller’s charge. 


= = 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
CartTer—April 11, at Douglas House, Tollington-place, N., 
the wife of Felix Carter, solicitor, of a son. 
Periz—April 11, at 57, Clifton-hill, the wife of Clarence John 
Peile, barrister, of a daughter, stillborn. 
Rovtu—April 7, at Elven Lodge, Chiswick, the wife of Charles 


S. Routh, of a daughter. 
MARRIAGES." ~""™ 

Burter—Cox—April 7, at Holy Trinity Church, Marylebone, 
Henry C. Butler, M.A., barrister-at-law, of Dowland House, 
Bramshott, Hampshire, to Elizabeth Anne, eldest daughter of 
B. J. Cox, of Bridport, Dorsetshire. 

Jenxyns—Pastey—April 3, at Shedfield, Hants, Henry 
Jenkyns, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, to Madame 
Sabine, youngest daughter of Sir Thomas Sabine FPasley, 
Bart., K.C.B. 

Laxe—Macropin—April 11, at Aberdeen, Herbert Lake, of 
New College, Oxford, M.A., and of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister- 
at-law, to Anna Hare Challoner, youngest daughter of John 
Macrobin, M.D., of Migvie House. 

Opczrs—Hvupson —April 10, at Southport, W. Blake Odgers, 
of 5, Hare-court, Temple, barrister-at-law, to Frances, 
daughter of the late Charles Hudson, of Stockport. 

ScarLett—Frost—April 11, at St. Augustine’s, Highbury 
New-park, James Scarlett, solicitor, of Chelmsford, to Lizzie, 
daughter of the late B. W. Frost, of Oxenden House, High- 
bury New-park. —— 

ATH. 


SymMonps—April 8, at 38, Regent’s-park-road, Arthur Symonds, 
of the Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, aged 70. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Steck Companies. 
Faipar, April 6, 1677. 
- Us Limitep 1m Cuancenry, 

Association or Unregistered Company called the South of France 
Pottery Works Syndicate.—Petition for winding up, ited March 
16, directed to be heard before V.C. Bacon on April 14. Kisch and 
Co, Chancery lane, solicitors for the petitioner 

Limrrep 1s CHanorny. 

Government Security Fire Insurance Company, Limited.—Petition for 
Winding up, presented March 28 (and not 20, as erroneously printed 
in last Gazette), directed tobe heard before V.C. Hall on April 13, 
Morten and Catler, Newgate st, solicitors for the petitioner 

Patent Marezzo Marble Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up 
gg April 4, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins on April 

. Mercer and Mereer, Copthall court, solicitors for the 

Stour Valley Coal and Iron Company, Limited.— Petition for winding 
up, ted March 28, directed to be heard before the M.R. on 

Sey Mssoule Hell Company, Limseed.--Petition wales 

J pany, for up, 

sented A 5, directed to be heard before the MLE. on’ Apel 14, 

, Clifford’s ian, solicitor for the petitioner 
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County Patatine or LANoasTen. 
Brookside Paper Company, Limited.—Petition for winding 
sented March 31, directed to: be heard before the V.C., at 
preere; Fa wench inn, on April 16, at 10.80,- Addlesh: 
burton, Manchester, solicitors for the petitioners 
cua te Fi — a a. 
int Blazey Minerals Company mited.—By an order made 
Vico Warden, dated March Si, it was ordered that the voles: 
winding up of the above company be continued. Oarlyon and Son, 
Truro, agents for Shakespeare, Oldbury, solicitor for the petitioner 
Touxspay, April 10, 1877. 
Barkway (Hertford: hire) Poe fixed 
way (Hertfords! as Company.—The M.R. has 
day, April 19, at 11, at his hemnbee as the time and place oy 
appointment of an official liquidator 
cele aeaii wre Pn a ” Cuancery. 
we aper Mi mpany, Limited.—The M.R. has fixed Wed. 
nesday, April 18, at 11,30, at his chambers, as the time 
the appointment 4 an officia! — ’ oe 
Cardi ation: vance and Discount Company, Limited,—! 
order made by the M.R., dated March 3, it was ordered fe 


- above company bé wound up. Smith and Co, Frederick’s place, Old 


Jewry, agents for Ensor, Cardiff, solicitor for the petitioners 
Darlaston Steel and Iron Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented April 7, directed to be be heard before the M.R. on Satur- 
day, April 21. Carter, Austinfriars, solicitor for the petitioner 
County PaLaTine OF LANCASTER. 
London and Liverpool Hotel Company, Limited,—Petition for win 
ap, presented April 6, directed to be heard before the V.C., at 6, 
Stone buildings, Lincoin’s inn, on Monday, April 16, at 10.30, Haigh 
and Son, Liverpool, solicitors for the petitioner 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, April 6, 1877. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
French, John H Hight Holborn, Priaten 4 
rench, John Henr i olborn, Printer, Pet April 5. * 
April 24atll . Pas, Baee 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Bullen, Joseph, Liverpool, Brewer. Pet April 4. Watson. Liver- 
pool, April 18 at 12.30 
Hill, Walter, Ashford, Kent, Millwright, Pet April 4, 
Mag mit ae ne be 3 
iptaft, Susan, and Charles Tiptaft, Tinwell. Rutland, Farmers, Pi 
March 28. Gaches. Peterborough, April 21 at 1 " * 
Toxrspay, April 10, 1877, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
< fo Surrender in London, 
Ceoper, William John, Charlotte st, Fitzroysq. Pet Feb 27. Hazlitt. 
April 25at 12 
Kitchin, Joseph Eastwood, Denman st, Southwark, Hop Merchant. 
Pet April5. Murray. April 24 at 12.30 
Luckie, William, South crescent mews, Burton crescent, Cab Pro- 
prietor. Pet April7. Keene. April 24 at 2 
Smith, Thomas, Royal Exchange buildings, Financial Agent. Pet 
April 5. Wurrap. April 24 at t 
Stillwell, John Neale, Monkwell st, Trimming Manufacturer. Pet 
" soc ee erect at .. 
jundell, ymour, Brushfield st, Bishopsgate without, General Mer- 
chant. Pet April5. Murray. April Bat 12 . 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Booth, John, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Pet April 
6. Crisp. Worcester, April 20 at 12 
Breeds, Morgan, Hailsham, Sussex, Printer. Pet April6, Blaker. 
Lewes, April 27 at 12 2 ‘ 
Davies, Adolphus Richard Drewitt, Swansea, Ironfounder. Pet April 
7. Jones. Swansea, April 24 at 12 
Davis, Howard Prothero, Southend, Essex, Grocer. Pet April 4. Gepp. 
Chelmsford, April 24 at 11 
Gomersail, Henry, Halifax, Warehouseman. Pet April 5, Rankin. 
Halitax, April 23 at 11 
Higginson, Robert, Wigton, Cumberland, Oorn Dealer. Pet April 5. 
Halton. Carlisle, April 23 at 11 
Knight, John, Southampton, out of business, Pet April5. Daw, jan. 
Southampton, April 25 at 11 
Loxton, Charies, Sheffield, General Merchant. Pet April5. Rodgers. 
Sheffield, April 26 at 2 
Newton, Eliza, Ramsey, Huntingdon, out of business, Pet April 7. 
Gaches. Peterborough, April 28 at 11 
Smith, George Walter, Southend, Essex, Tailor, Pot April 4. Gepp- 
Chelmsford, April 24 at 11 
Taverner, George, Rugby, Warwick, Draper. Pet April 4, Kirby. 
Coventry, April 24 at 2 
Thomas, William, Tongwinlas, nr Cardiff, Publican. Pet April 6. 
Langley. Cardiff, April 25 at 2 
Trewin, Thomas, West Putford, Devon, Farmer. Pet April7. Ben- 
craft. Barnstaple, April 27 at 11.30 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
¥ripay, April 6, 1877. 
Abrahams, Mark, Walworth rd, Tailor. April 16 at 3 at. offices of 
Barnett, Palmerston buildings, Old Broad st 
Frederic, Dalton-in-Furness, Lancashire, Commercial 
. April 20 at 2 at Sharp’s Hotel, Strand, Barrow-in-Far- 
ness. ‘Taylor, Barrow~in-Furness 
Beddard, Joshua, Sheffield, Iron Merchant, April 17 at 2 at the 
Outlers’ Hall, Church st, Sheffield. Rodgers and Co, Sheffield 
Betson, Henry, Philpot lane, Ship Broker. April 13 at 1 at offices of 
Guscotte, Bishopsgate st within 
Blackburn, Henry, Wallington, 9 , Gent, April 17 at 12 at 
{Ecos of Chester Brest 


Farley.. 


o and Co, e mn, Holborn 

Booth, Walter, and Henry Booth, Hanley, Stafford, Earthenware 
Manufacturers. April 16 at 12 at offices of Paddock and Sons, Old 
Hall st, Hanley 
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Bonghton, Stephen George, Birmingham, Boot Manufacturer. April 

19 a Bat offices of Maher and Poncia, Temple st, Birmingham 

Bromley, Ann, Burnley, Lencashire, OilMerchant. April 21 at 12-at 

offices of Artindale and Artindale, Hargreaves st, Burnley 

John, Moss a rea Agent. April 24 at 3 at offices 
Connor, Princess s 
i 4 Edward, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Grocer. April 19 at 11 at 
ffices of Barrow, Queen st, Wolverham; 
Richard, Northwich, Cheshire, Blacksmith. April 24 at 3 at 

offices of Wright, King st, Manchester 

Cardwell, William, Heckmondwike, York, Oardmaker. April 20 at 11 
it offices of Ibberson, Bank buildings, Heckmondwike 

Cheetham, Charles Mottram, Worksop, Nottingham, Draper. April 
20 at 12 at offices of Whall, Bridge st, Worksop 

Clements, Samuel, Newport, Mon, Grocer. April 17 at 11 at offices of 
Farr and Wade, Dock st, Newport A 

Cole, Augustus Edwin, Woolston, Hants, Wine Merchant. April 
25 at 2 at the Guildhall Coffee House, Newman 

Cook, Thomas, Fishlake, York, Farmer. April 13 at 12 at offices of 
Pearson and Bartonshaw, Priory place, Doncaster : 

Corcoran, James, Manchester, Provision Merchant. April 25at 3 at 
the City Hotel, Cooper st, Manchester. Farrington, Manchester 

Corner, Robert Samuel, Long Clawson, Leicester, Licensed Victualler. 
‘April 24 at 11 at the Ram Hotel, Long Row, Nottingham. Lees, 
jan, Nottingham 

Cowgill, James, Manchester, Underclothing Manufacturer. April 20 
at 3 at offices of Sale and Co, Booth st, Manchester 

Crow, George, Bradford, York, Woolstapler. April 19 at 11 at offces of 
Terry and Robinson, Market st, Bradford 

Dalziel, Ardrew Carson, Nottingham, Draper. A 24 at 11 at 
offices of Heath and Son, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Darlington, George, Shrewsbury, Salop, Licensed Victualler. April 20 
at 11 at offices of Morris, Swan Hill, Shrewsbury 

Denny, William Evans, Great St Helens, Merchant. April 18 at 2 at 
the Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st, Parker and Clarke, St 
Michael’s alley, Cornhill 

Dipstale, Walter Anthony Lewis, Exeter, House Decorator. April 21 
at 11 at offices of Fewings, Queen st, Exeter. Huggins, Exeter 

Flood, Michael, Birmingham, Cattle Dealer, April 24 at 12 at 
offices of Foster, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Graham, John, Buckholt, Sussex, Farmer. April 20 at 12 at offices of 
Sheppard, Mount st, Battle 

Hawkes, Samuel, and David Duns, Wellington chambers, London 
bridge, Provision Merchants. April 16 at 10.30 at offices of Owles, 
Chancery lane 

Hawkins, William Harrison, Kingston-upon-Hull, Hosier. April 19 
at 3 at offices of Lightfoot and Co, Bowlalley lane, Kingston-upon- 


Hall 
Hawley, John, Sheffield, Beerhouse Keeper. - 20 at 4 at offices of 
, Fig Tree lane, Sheffield. Binns, Sheffiel 
Heaton, Thomas Folds, Liverpool, Letter Press Printer. April 19 at 2 
at offices of Gibson and Bolland, South John st, Liverpool. Lowe, 


Liverpool 

Hewetson, William Coulthard, Williams Gate, Cumberland, Innkeeper. 
April 23 at 11 at offices of Wicks and Burn, Castlegate, Cockermouth 

John, Areley Kings, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. April 18 

at 3.30 at offices of Corbet and Co, Baxter chambers, Church st, 
Kidderminster 

Jones, Lewis Watkin, Swansea, Commission Agent. April 14 at 11 at 
48a, Castle Bailey st, Swansea 

Jones, William, Waunarlwydd, Glamorgan, Shoemaker, April 20 at 1 
at offices of Williams, Abbey terrace, Liandilo 

Jonghaus, Werner, Addle st, Commission Agent. April 16 at 2 at 
offices of Dalton end Jessett, St Clement’s House, Clement’s lane, 
Lombard st 

Law, Simon Whipp, Newchurch, Lancashire, Sizer. April 19 at 3 at 

offices of Sykes, Burn'ey rd, Bacup 

Lawson, William, Liverpool, Butcher. April 23 at 3 at offices of Pon- 
ton, Vernon chambers, Vernon st, Liv: 1 

Leigh, Thomas, Cheetham, Lancashire, Provision Dealer. April 27 at 
3 at offices of Gardner, Brown st, Manchester 

Lioyd, Samuel Deakin, Manchester, Leather Dealer. April 23 at 2.15 at 
the the Queeu’s Hotel, Station, Chester. Cobbett and Co, Man- 


iter 

Mansell, William, Wolverhampton, Stationer. April 20 at 3 at offices 
of Turner, King st, Wolverhampton 

Manton, George, Bedford, Fruiterer. April 24 at 11 at offices of 
Whyley and Piper, Dame Alice st, Bedford 
elladew, Thomas, and Ross Dornelly Melladew, Mark lane, Corn 
Merchants. April 25 at 3 at offices ot Cooper and Co, George st, 
Mansion House, Hollams and Co, Mihcing lane 

Newbold, Henry, Liverpool, Iron Plate Worker. April 19 at 3 at offices 
of Lynch and Teebay, Lord st, Liverpool 

Newton, John Dennis, Ohatteris, Cambridge, Grocer. April 19 at 2.30 
at offices of Snite and Harvey, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st. 


» Wis 
Odell, George William, Chapter st, Westminster, Oilman. April 24 at 
2 at Haxell’s Hotel, Strand. Draper, Vincent sq, Westminster 
Ottey, John Adolphus, Bristol, Grocer. Aprii 19 at 11 at offices of 
Sonlen, Galidhad chambers, Broad st, Bristol 
Pearce, George Ambrose, Mitre court, Fleet st, Licensed Victualler. 
April 23 at 2 at o:ticesof Reep and Oo, Bush lane, Cannon st 
Phillips, Nathaniel, Fore st, Furrier, May 1 at 3 at offices of Lewis 
and Lewis, Ely place, Holborn - 
Pickering, Joseph, Black Raven court, Seething lane,” Drysalter. 
April 20 at 3 at offices of Watson, Fenchurch st 
n, Frederick, West Peckham, Kent, Farmer, April 20 at 11 at 
Offices of Stenning, High st, Tunbridge 
» Samuel, jan, Bradford, Finisher. April 21 at 11 at offices of 
Watson and Dickons, Victoria chambers, Market st, Bradford 
jan, George, North Ormesby, York, Contractor, April 20 at 11 
at offices of Spry, Zetland rd, Middl 
. Robert, Felling, Durham, Joiner. April'20 at 2 at offices of 
Stanford, Collingwood st, Newoastle.upon-Tyne 
ames, Stanefivid, York, Grocer. April 20 at Sat the White 
ohn, Rock miles. penek, ae il t 
’ . erry, Oheshire, Coac'! or. April 25 at 3a 
Offices of Harris, Union court, Castle st, Liverpool , 





Roberts, Evan, Wrexham, Denbigh, Shopkeeper. April 20 at 12 at 

offices of Acton and Bary, Chester st, Wrexham 
ony Joseph, Bradford,’Fent Dealer. April 23 at 4 at offices of 

Atkinson, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Sennett, William John, Clifton crescent, Peckham, Mineral Agent. 
Aoril 14 at 2 at offices of Evansand Eagles, John st, Bedford row 

Shackleton, John, Brighouse, York, Innkeeper. April 25 at 3 at offices 
of Barber, Church st, Brighouse 

Slater, Joseph, Leeds, Stone Merchant. April 18 at 2.30 at offices of 
Dalton, Albion st, Leeds 

Smith, Thomas Chibnall, Newport Pagnell, Buckmgham, Saddler. 
a 16 at2atthe Swan Hotel, Newport Pagnell. Stimson, Bed- 
0. 

Soady, Marian, Topsham rd, nr Exeter. April 21 at 11 at offices of 
Gray, Queen st chambers, Queen st, Exeter 

Swaine, Charies, Barnsley, Butcher. April 23 at.10 at offices of Gray, 
Eldon st, Barnsley 

Swinscoe, Frederick, Caythorpe, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler. 
April 21 at 2 at the Saracen’s Head Hotel, Newark-upon-Treat. 
Cockayne, Nottingham 

Thackeray, William Jones, Walworth rd, Coal Merchant. April 16 at 3 
at offices of Sturt, Southwark st, Borough 

Thomas, John, Handsworth, Stafford, Commission Agent. April 23 at 
12 at offices of Beaton, Temple row, Birmingham 

Thorp, Edward, Manchester, Tailor. April 18 at 3 at offices of Addle- 
shaw and Warburton, King st, Manchester 

Underwood, James, Birkbeck rd, Upper Holloway, Baker. April 20 at 
3 at offices of Tillyard and Gribble, King st, Cheapside 

Watson, John, — York, Farmer. April 20 at 12 at offices of 


Croft, Richmon: 

Wheatley, George Henry, Sheffield, Grocer. April 19 at 4 at offices of 
Gee, Fig Tree lane, Sheffield. Binns, Sheffield 

Williams, William, Wrexham, Denbigh, Confectioner. April 24 at 2 
at offices of Sherratt, Regent st, Wrexham 


Withers, Joseph, jun, and Joseph Woodhead, Walsall, Stafford, Manu- 
facturers of Enamelled Hollowware Goods. April 20 at 11 at offices of 
Duignan andCo, Walsall 


Torspay, April 10, 1877. 
Andrews, Thomas, South ee a Ser April 23 at 11.30 


2.30 at 
id 


at the George Hotel, Alfreton. Wilson, Alfreton 

Atkins, Alfred Edmund, Andover, Hants, Clerk. April 23 at 
the Bedford Hotel, Landport, Por h. Soames, 

Baker, Charles, Cardiff, Confectioner. April 24 at 11 at offices of 
Morgan and Scott, High st, Cardiff 

Bateman, Thomas, Rayne, Essex, Builder. April 26 at 11 at the Horn 
Hotel, Braintree. Cunnington, Braintree .- 

Baylis, William Harling, Gaiety Restaurant, Strand, Restaurant Pro- 
prietor. April 30 at 3 at the Inns of Court Hotel, Lincoln’s inn fields. 
Booty and Bay/iffe, Raymond baildings, Gray’s ian 

Bell, Adam, Uiverston, Lancashire, Builder. April 24 at 2 at the Tem- 
perance Hall, Ulverston. Park, Ulverston 

Bentham, Joseph, Ingleton, York, Joiner. May 1 at 1 at the Ingle- 
borough Hotel, Ingleton. Pearson, Kirkby Lonsdale 

Bird, John, Whitehaven, Billiard Marker, April 24 at 1 at offices of 
Paitson, Irish st, Whitehaven 

Bishop, Joseph, Swindon, Wiits, Confectioner. April 20 at 11 at offices 
of Kinveir and Tombs, Corn Exchange, High st, Swindon 

Burgess, James, Luton, Bedford, Bleacher. April 21 at 3 at the Red 
Lion Inn, Castle st, Luton. Neve, Luton 

Carter, Joseph, Moseley, Worcester, out of business. April 20 at i? 
at offices of Cottrell, Newha!l st, Birmingham 

Child, Stephen, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Carver. April19 at 10 at 
offices of Smith, Corn Exchange, Cheltenham 

Clark, Thomas, Southmolton, Devon, Cattle Dealer. April 26 at 2 at 
offices of Chanter and Co, Bridge Hall chambers, Barnstaple 

Cornforth, William Frederick, Manchester, Mineral Water Manu- 
facturer. April 21 at 3 at 42, Varley st, Miles Platting 

Corper, Leon, and Jacob Corper, Great Prescot st, Whitechapel, Cigar 
Mannfacturers. April 30 at 2 at offices of Jennings, Leadenhall st 

Davidson, John, Liverpool, Grocer. April 23 at 2 at offices of Etty, 
Lord st, Liverpool 

Davis, Joseph, Putney, Hair Dresser. April 23 at 2 at offices of Copp, 
Essex st, Strand 

Dootson, John, Hindley, Lancashire, Bricklayer. April 25 at 11 at 
offices of Ashton, King st, Wigan 

Edwards, Griffith, Manchester, Tailor. April 25 at 3 at offiees of Ed- 
wards, Brazennose st, Manchester 

Edwards, James Henry, Trowbridge, Wilts, Bootmaker, April 20 at 
12 atoffices of Rodway, Fore st, Trowbridge 

Edwards, Walter John, Kirkdale, Lancashire, Grocer. April 20 at 3 
at offices of Lupton, Harrington st, Liverpool 

Emmett, George, St Bride’s avenue, Fleet st, Publisher. April 21 at 
12 at offices of Lindus, Cheapside 

Eyres, John, Liverpool, Coach Builder. April 24 at 12 at offices of 
Carruthers, Clayton sq, Liverpool 

Farrer, Joseph, Idle, York, Clerk, April 20 at 4 at offices of Terry and 
Robinson, Market st, Bradford 

Francis, John, Wilby rd, Grove lane, Camberwell, Hair Pin Manu- 
facturer. April 25 at 2 at offices of Pittman, Guiidhall chambers, 
Basinghall st 

Gardner, William Henry, Warwick, out of business. April 20 at 12 
at offices of Sanderson, Church st, Warwick 

Goldstraw, Henry, Wetley Rocks, Stafford, Stone Mason. April 23 at 
2 at offices of Challinor and Co, Derby st, Leek 

Goold, Uriah, Corsham, Wilts, Corn Factor, April 23 at 12 at the 
Methuen Arms Hotel, Corsham. Phillips and Son, 

Gough, Francis, Champion terrace, Wandsworth, ont of business, 
April 18 at 3.30 at offices of Hayward, King s’, ie 

Hadley, Henry Charles, Harborve, Stafford, Die Sinker. April 23 at 
12 at offices ot Burton, Union passage, Birmingham 

Hall, Robert, Manchester, Warehouseman. April 24 at 3 at offices of 
Addleshaw and Warburton, King st, Manchester 

Hampson, John Moore, Kingstov-upon-Hull, Grocer, April 23 at 3 
at offices of Pickering, Pariiament st, Kingston-apon-Hull. 
Summers, Hull 

Hancorn, John Thomas, St Mary Church, Devon, Chemist. April 25 
at 2 at Offices of Taylear and Lindop, Fleet st, Torquay 
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“Harries, William Thomas, Saundersfoot, Pembroke, Ironfounder. 
April $0 at 11 at offices of Mathias-Thomas, White Lion st, Tenby 
Harrison, Robert John, Goole, York, Builder. a 26 at llat the 
Sidney Hotel, Goole. Mander and Son, Wakefield 

Hastings, Tom, aberdasher. April 20 at 3 at offices of 
Fowler and Co, Friar lane, Leicester 


_Henderson, John Travers, Porchester rd, Westbourue park, Fruiterer. 
April 18 at 3 at offices of Fox, St *s sq, Padi gton 
-Hepper James, Oldham, Lancashire, Tobacconist. April 23 at 3 at 
of Ascroft and Sons, Clegg st, Oldham 
Hindley, William George, and Isaac Burgon, Sheffield, Grocers. April 
23 at 2at 4, Arthur st east. May and Co, Adelaide place, London 


brid; 
Horas’ Thomas Frederick, Bristol, Bookseller. April 20 at 12 at offices 
of R aad Chave, ‘Queen Victoria st. Benson and Thomas, 


Bris 

‘Holm, Francis, Penryn, Cornwall, Shipwright. April 21 at 12 at offices 
of Dobell, jan, Traro 

Holton, or Cross lane, Eastcheap, Agent, April 19 at Il at the 
Mason birgaes Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Gregory, 
Barbica 


“Hooper, Jacob Israel,” Llanelly, Cumentaen, < een Dealer, April 
24 at 1 at offices of Howell. Sicpney st, Llanell: 
Hughes, John, Tydu, Denbigh, Farmer. pre 24 at l at the Albion 
Inn, Llanrwst. Jones, Oonway 
Humphreys, David, pee Montgomery, Saddler. April 20 at 12.15 
at offices of Williams and Co, The Bank, Newtown 
Jeffrey, Robert, Gateshead, Durham, Grocer. April 25 at 11 at offices 
of Keenlyside and Forster, Grainger st west, Newcastle-upon-T'yns 
Johnson, William Gascoigne Pitts, Mortlake, Fishmonger. April 23 at 
11 at of6ces of Anderson and Sons, Ironmonger lane 
Jones, Ann, Stoke-upon-Trent, April 26 at 2 atthe Sea Lion Hotel , 
High st, Han} 


st, ey 

Jones, Frederick, Stoke-upon-Trent, Grocer. April 19 at 11 at offices 
of Sherratt, Market st, Kidsgrove 

Jones, William, Newport, Mon, General Dealer. April 25 at 11.30 at 
the Queen’s Hotel, Birmingham. Lloyds, Newport 

i Charles James, High st, Croydon, Hosier. Jom 20 at 11 at 

Rose Cottage, St John’s grove, Croydon. Dennis, Croyd 

Lawson, Thomas Lamb, oe, Durham, Joiner. April "21 at 12 at 
the British Workman, North rd, Durham 

Lee, Frederick Jonathan, Surbiton, Surrey, Tea Dealer. April 23 at 
2 at offices of Wilkinson and Howlett, Bedford st, Covent garden 

Lloyd, Thomas, Llanddewybrefy, Cardigan, Innkeeper. —_ 24 at 4 
at the Voelallt Arms, Llanddewybrefy. Jones, Aberystwi 

Leng, John Corbett, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Innkeeper. April 25 at 
3 at offices of Miller, Broad st, Worcester 

Loveless, Edwin, Truro, CornwalJ, Schoolmaster. April 23 at 3 at 
offices of Panll, Quay st, Truro 

Maton, Hugh, Downton, Wilts, out of business. April 19 at 2 at offices 
of Nodder, City chambers, bury 

Maynard, Frederick, Clifton st, Finebary, Bottle Dealer. April 26 at 
3 at offices of Fenton, Ball’s Pond rd 

McArthur, Alexander, ‘Birmingham, Hosier. April 2i at 11 at offices 
of Reece and Harris, New st, Birmingham 

Morris, John Foxon, Birmingham, out of business. April 23 at 12 at 
cfliees of Smith, Temple st, Birmingham 

Mountford, John, Birmingham, Drysalter. April 20 at 12 at offices of 
Fallows, Cherry st st, Birmingham 

Natham, Abraham, Middlesborough, York, Draper. Jue ¥ 19 at 11 at 
the Wellington Hotel, Albert rd, Middlesborough. Teale, Middles- 


* Niblett, William, Newport, Mon, Ironmonger. April 25 at 2 at the 
Queen’s Hotel, Birmingham. Lloyds, Newport 
Page, James, Shipdham, Norfolk, Farmer. April 27 at 11 at the King’s 
Hotel, East Dereham. Cooper and Norgate, East Dereham 
Palmer, Edwin Cornelius, Portsea, Hants, Retail Grocer. April 20 at 
Il at offices of Edmonds and Co, St James’ st, Portsea. Blake, 


Portsea 
Parker, William, Wrexham, Denbigh, General Dealer. April 23 at 3 
at offices of Mo orris, The Priory, Wrexham 
Peat, John, New Brighton, Cheshire, Greengrocer. April 23 at 2 at 
offices of Etty, Lord st, Liv: 
Peckham, Joseph Cooper, Guildford rd, Greenwich, no occupation. 
April 23 at 3 at offices of Scard and Son, Gracechurch st 
Plaisted, William, Newmarket, ee pga Carrier, April 25 at 11 at 
45, Eastgate st, Gloucester. Fran! 
Pollard, Joshua, Samuel Pollard, and t Henry Pollard, Bradford, Stuff 
Merchants. April 20 at 11 at offices of Wood and Killick, Com- 
cial Bank buildings, Bradford 
Quin, a an Neweastle-upon-Tyne, Bootmaker. April 24 at 11 at 
Offices of Smirk, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Denison, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Redgrave, James, Littie Stonham, Suffolk, Cattle Dealer. April 23 at 
3 at the Fox Hotel, Stowmarket. Hill, Ipswich 
, Elijah, Manchester, Yarn Agent. April 24 at 3 at offices of 
Grundy and Kershaw, Booth st, Manchester 
Robinson, Samuel, and James Schofield, Romiley, Cheshire, Hat Manu- 
factarers. April 25 at 12 at offices of Johnson, Park st, Stockport 
Rutherford, Henry, Gateshead, Durtiam, Leather Merchant. April 24 
at 2 at offices of Joels, Newgate st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
dey, Charlies, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Pork Bateher. April 24 at 3 at 
Offices of Elelloch, St Mary st, Cardiff 
Seile, Theodore, Kingst ston-apon-Hut!, Cabinet Manufacturer. April 19 
sl 3 at = or Hotel, Whitefriargate, Kingston-upon-Hull. 


Seine wit, St Lawrence, Kent, Baker. April 24 at 3 at 108, 
High st, Ramsgate. Sparkes and Mercer 
George, Chesterfield, Derby, Ironfoander. andi 23 at 11 at the 
Star Hotel, Market place, Chesterfield. Black eld 
Simmons, John, —" Cornwall, Grocer. April 21 ri it at offices 
of Dobveil, jon, Traro 
Smith, Dan, Birmingham, Tailor. April 23 at 3 at offices of Wright 
and Marshall, Town Ha‘l chambers, New st, Birmingham 
and Co, High st, Newport. ws aerth 34 ot 1 ot a. 
9 st, s 
J Henry Platts, Hddersfield, York, Linen 
Cheapside. Learoyd and}Co, Hadders- 











tead, John, Halifax, York, Ade —. Xin. 23 at 11 at offices 
Longbottom, Northgate chamber “ 2 

Stone, Samuel Henry, Kidsgrove, Btanoed. G Grocer. April 20 at 3 at 
the Masons’ Arms Inn, Hanover st, Burslem. be nyy se Danen 

Thorpe, William, and Mary Maddocks, Macclesfield, Cheshire, Small- 
<4 Dealers. ‘april 21 at 11 at offices of Hand, Church side, Maccles- 


fie} 

Tulloch, eral Walker, — rd, be rs hill, Merchant's Cler! 
June 20 at 11 at offices of , Clifford's P. 

Walker, Edgar, Oxford st, Werskionber April 23 at 2 at offices of 
Emdin, Coleman st. Cattlin 

Walters, Edward, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Boot Manufacturer. April 
21 at il at offices of Stratton and Rudiand, ueen st, Wolverhampton 

Weston, Francis, Cardiff, Toy Dealer. April 23 at 3 at offices of Jones, 
St Mary st, Cardiff 

Wheeler, Thomas Henry, Heathtield, Wandsworth common, Gent. 
April 25 at 22at offices of Chapman and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Whitlow, John, Foulks Stapleford, Cheshire, Farm Manager. April 25 

at 2 at offices of Cartwright, Pepper st, Chester 

Wilcox, Isaac, Eardington, Warwick, Shoemaker. April 25 at 3 at 
offices of Fitter, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Wild, Thomas, Sheffield, Clerk. April 20 at 11 at offices of Wake, 
Castle court, King st, Sheffield 

Williams, Thomas Middleton, Manchester, Carver. April 19 at 3 at 
offices of Sampson, South King st, Manchester 

Willoughby, John, 11 Wharf, City Basin, Fire Wood Merchant. April 23 
at 3 at offices of Peckham and Co, Knightrider st, Doctors’ commons 

Wilson, Joseph, Browney, Durham, "out of business. April 25 at 11 at 
offices of Chambers, Sadler st, Durham 

Wright, John, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Cab Proprietor. April 18 
at 3 at offices of Tweedy, Silversst, Stockton-on-Tees 








WIPE YOUR FEET. 


BEST DOOR MATS. 


TRELOAR AND SONS, 


69, LUDGATE HILL, LONDON, E.C. 





PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 
MR, G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 

57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, LONDON 


(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 


Has obtained Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent for his perfectly 
painless system of adapting 


(Prize Medal, London and Paris) 


ARTIFICIAL TEETH sy ATMOSPHERIC PRESSURE. 
Pampblet Gratis and Post-free. 


EDE AND SON 


ROBE Pes MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS &C 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 

94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


AW EXAMINATIONS.—Mr. Auzerr Sr. Pavt 
(M.A. Oxon), Solicitor, prepares gentlemen for theiePreliminery, 


Intermediate, and Final Exami either privately, or in 
Resident pupils received.—Address, 11, Staple-ino, London, W.C. 
ME 
ls obtained honoars at the last June Pinal pr nom meg 
apreme Court,” &c., PREPAR ATES for the Pree 
fw ATT ONS of the INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, privately, , 


class, or through the post. Terms m References to pu 
—30, Great James-street, -row, W.O. 











FOULKS LYNOH, Solicitor (two of whose 
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BRITON LIFE ASSOCIATION 


(LIMITED). 


Authorized capital, £500,000. 
Capital paid up, £50,000 


(Of which £20,000 has been deposited with Government pursuant 
to the Life Assurance Companies Acts). 


CHIEF OFFICE—429, STRAND. 
CITY BRANCH—21, CORNHILL, LONDON. 


EXTRACT from the FIRST ANNUAL REPORT, 


Presented to a General Meeting of Shareholders and Policyholders held 
at the offices, 429, Strand, on Wednesday, 28th March, 1877 :— 


“ The gen ha a oe Life Asrociation have much pleasure 
in presenting to the shareholders a report of the progress of the asso- 
‘ciation to the 3lst of December last. . 

“Up to that date the Directors had received 1,073 gals for 
assuring in the aggregate the sum of £366,512. tt 
46 Of these, 28 for assuring £18.605 were declined, 197 for 

assuring £80,955 were incomplete at the time the books 

were closed, and 848 had been completed and policies 

issued assuring £266,951, and producing new pre- 

MIUMS AMOUNLING tO .oceeeceeceeseee: seeeseasesee++£9,207 19 2 
The single premiums received in respect of two annuities 

which were granted amounted t0....seccssssceeceresss 77718 6 

Making 8 total Of .eccssecescecevesee+ £10,035 17 8 
as representing the new business of the year 


The receipts for the year from premiums and interest on 
Investments WEF ...eccecccccersecccesccccces cover £11,449 18 11 
“In dealing with the expenditure, the directors have carried to pr2- 
liminary expenses all items properly chargeable to that account, and 
pave caused the entire amount of the Company’s outlay, under man- 
agement eypenditure, both onits own account and on that of the 
Briton Medica] and General Life Association, to be exhibited in the 
revenue account; and it will be seen that, after deducting the amount 
received from that Company, the management expenses chargeable to 
this Association amount only to £4,454 6s. 2d. 
‘¢ During the year there have been two claims upon the Association, 
amounting to £500,” 
The special features and system of business of the Association com- 


prise— 

Absolute security. 

Moderate rates of premium. 

Policies payable during lifetime. 

A novel and improved system of assuring invalid lives. 

Specially advantageous terms for assurances on lives proceeding to 

India or China. . 
A separate section for total abstainers from the use of alcoholic bever- 


ages. 
Indisputable whole world assurances, 
Non-forfeitable assurances. 


tuses, proposal forms, and every information may bs ob- 
tained on application at the chief office, 429, Strand, don. 
JOHN MESSENT, F.1.A., Actuary and Secretary. 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSURANCE 
COMPANY. Ohief Office—126, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
The Funds in hand and Capital subseribed amount to upwards of 
£1,400,000 sterling. 
Chairman—James Ouppvon, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Goldsmith-build- 
ing, Temple. 
Deputy-Chairman—C, Pemberton, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Solicitor 
44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Every description of Fire and Life Insurance business transacted. 
The Directors iavite attention to the new form of Life Policy, which 
is free from all conditions. 
The Company advances Money on Mortgage of Life Interest and 
‘Reversions, whether absolute or contingent. 
Prospectuses, Copies of the Direotors’ Report, and Annual Balance 
Sheet, and every information, sent post free, on application to 
FRANK M'‘GEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 








EDUCED RATES of INTEREST for advances 
from the TEMPERANCE PERMANENT BUILDING 
‘BOCIETY.—£50,000 ready to be advanced, either by ordinary mort- 
gages, not subject to monthly repayments, or by the building society’s 
plan of montbly repayments, which include principal, premium, and 
interest, the interest being calculated at 5 per cent. on the balance 
reach year. 

6 Years, | 8 Years. | 10 Years. | 12 Years. | 14 Years. | 15 Years. 
£50. | £58. da. £0. | £8. 4. £54. | £8. 4. 
raelizveliss 108 01810! 018 | 
Advances can be had for any other term of years not exceeding 15 
4he repayments being proportionate. : 

Apply to HENRY J. PHILLIPS, Secretary. 
Offices, 4, Ludgate-bill, London, E.0. . 
Note.—More than two million pounds sterling have been advanced 
epon house property alone, 
Commission is paid to the Profession for the introduction of Borrowers 








AUCTION SALES FOR 1877. 


Me. F. STATHAM HOBSON begs to direct the 
attention of Solicitors, Trastees, Mortgagee:, andall interested 
in Landed Estates, Ground-Rents, Reversions, Advowsons, Life Policies, 
_ yg rote his cng a Myre » which will be held 

e ‘okenhouse-yard, E.C., on ‘ollowing da; rough- 
out the year 1877, at TWO o’clock precisely a lisa 5 


Wednesday, April 25 Wednesday, August 8 
Wednesday, May 9 Wednesday, August 22 
Wednesday, May 23 Wednesday, October 3 
Wednesday, June 13 Wednesday, October 24 
Wednesday, July 11 Wednesday, December 12 

svuly ember 1 
Wednesday, July 25 m 


Auctions can be held on other days in addition to those specified. 
Full particulars and information as to terms (which are arranged ona 
strictly moderate scale) for including properties of every description 
in the sales can be obtained, or will be forwarded on application at the 
a Pe Agency, and Valuation Offices, 20, Coleman-street, 

ank, E.C. 





Re Henry Hunt, deceased.—To Trustees, Investors, and others.— 
Valuable Freehold and Leasehold Properties and Ground-rents, 
ba agese Ss Surbiton, Chelsea, and Battersea, estimated to produce £460 

num. 


=, FULLEB & FULLER will SELL, b 
AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, on THURSDAY, 


‘APRIL 26, at TWO precisely, by order of the Trustees, in 19 Lots, the 
ERTIES 


under-mentioned PROP. — 
BATTERSEA. 

Nos, 38 and 39, Bolinbroke-road, Bridge-road-west, and Yarmouth 
Cottage, in the rear (Freehold), in One Lot. 

No. 54, Bridge-road-west, and 1, Bolinbroke-road, being the beer- 
house known as the Prince of Wales (Leasehold), in One Lot. 

Nos. 56, 58, 60, 62, 64, 66, 68, and 70, Bridge-road-west, and Nos. 2 
and 3, Bolinbroke-road (Leasehold), ia two Lots. 

Nos. 91, 93, and 95, Church-road (Leasehold). 

CHELSEA (Leasehold). 

Nos. 47 and 49, Caversham-street, and Paradise Cottage adjoining. 

Nos, 19, 20, and 36, Bywater-street, in 8 Lots. 

Nos, 23 and 24, Markham-street, in Two Lots. 

No. 47, College-street, being a corner Licensed Beerhouse. 

Nos. 40, 42, and 44, Leader-street, in Three Lots. 

Nos, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8, Pond-terrace, College-street, in One 


t. 
No. 16, Hobury-street, and 29, New King’s-road, in Two Lots. 
SURBITON. 
A Freehold Ground-rent of £21 per annum, secured on three resi- 
dential properties, situate in Berrylands and King Charles’s-road. 
Most of the foregoing properties are he'd upon long leases at small 
ground-rents, and the whole produces a well-secured income of over 
£750 per annum. 
Particulars of which can be had of 
Mesers. BLACHFORD, RICHES, KILSBY, & WOOD, Solicitors, 
21, College-hill, Cannon-street ; 
the Commercial, 119, King’s-road. Chelsea ; and the Drummond Hotel, 
eee 3 at the Mart ; and of the A uctioneers, No. 25, Bucklers- 
bury, City. 


Re Mary Haunt, deceased.—To Trustees, Investors, and others.— 
Valuable Freehold and Leasehold Properties, and Ground-rents, 
situate at Chelsea and Battersea, producing an estimated income of 
about £345 per annum. 


N ESSRS. FULLER & FULLER are instructed 

by the Executors te SELL, by AUCTION, at the MART, 

Tokenhouse-yard, cn THURSDAY, APRIL 26, at TWO precisely (in 
Six Lota), the under-mentioned PROPERTIES :— 
CHELSEA. : 

Nos. 5and 7, Church-street, being Two Shops, with extensive stabling 
in the rear; the whole estimated t> produce £220 per annun (Free- 
hold), in One Lot, 

No. 9, Hobury-street, New King’s-road, at present unlet, but worth 
£45 per annum (Leasehold). 

BATTERSEA (Leasehold). 

Nos, 68, 104, and 106, Bridge-road-west, in Three Lots. 

Nos. 122 and 124, Lavender-road, York-road, in One Lot. 

The Leaseholds referred to are held for long terms at small = 
rents, and the whole of the above produces upwards of per 
annum. 

Particulars may be obtained of 

Messrs. BLACHFORD, RICHES, KILSBY, & WOOD, Solicitors 
21, College-hill, Cannon-street ; 
the Commercial, 119, King’s-road, Chelsea; and the Drummond Hotel, 
Eustoao-square ; at the Mart; and of the Auctioneers, 25, Bucklersbary, 
E.C, 








ST, JOHN’S-WOOD, 
Near Hanover-gate, Regent’s-park. 

ESSRS. FULLER & FULLER are instructed 
to SELL, by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse- on * 
THURSDAY, APRIL 26, at TWO precisely, Nos. 18 and 20, LORNE- 
GARDENS, Hanover-gate, i. held on lease for ai 

unexpired, at a ground-rent of £45 I4s., and let to highiv res 
—" at low rents, producing together £105 per annum, but worth 


Particulars can be had at the Mart; of 
Messrs. WYATT & BARRAUD, Solicitors, 1, Arthurestreet-west, 
London-bridge ; 
and of the Auctioneers, 25, Bucklersbury, E.C. 
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Five valuable Absolute Reversions to Sums amounting to £9,873 14s., 
invested in the Funds and in first-class railway stocks. 


RvsaW ORTH, ABBOTT, & RUSHWORTH will 
SELL, at the MART, on WEDNESDAY, APRIL 18th, at ONE 
for TWO, in Five Lots, FIVE valuable ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS to 
SUMS amounting to £9,873 14s., receivable on the decease of a widow 
lady now in the 83rd year of her age, and invested in the following 
stocks: —viz., New Three per Cents., the Lancashire and Yorkshire 
Railway Company South Yorkshire Perpetual Rent-charge, £4} per 
Cent. Stock of the Manchester, Sheffield, and ‘Linconinshire Railway 
Company, Four per Cent. Guaranteed South Yorkshire Rent-charge of 
the Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway Company, and the 
London and North-Western Railway Company, and offering capital 
investments, 
Particulars may be had of 


Messrs, CHAUNTRELL, POLLOCK, & MASON, Solicitors, 63, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. ; 


and of Messrs. RUSHWORTH, AB80TT, & RUSHWORTH, 22, Savile- 
Tow, W., and 19, Change-alley, Cornhill, E.C. 


OTICE of REMOVAL.—Messrs. Racgert, 
Wittrams, & Co., Land and Estate Agents, Auctioneers, Sur 
veyor', and Architects, have Removed their City Offices from 3, 
Adelaide-place, London-bridge, to more central and commodious pre- 
mises, 18, Gresham-street, E.C., and at Brighton.—Lady-day, 1877. 








Under instructions from the Mortgagee.—In the City of London.—An 
important and prominently situate pile of Business Premises, of a 
most substantial and imposing character, built by Messrs. Colls & 
Son, of Moorgate-street and Camberwell; comprising a fine base- 
ment, four shops fitted in mahogany for plate-giass fronts, having a 
continuous frontage of 92{t., all inclosed with Bunnett’s revolving 
shutters, and four excellent floors over, the whole presenting a lofty 
elevation on the south of Holborn-circus, adjoining Waltham-build- 
ings, and abutting on Bartlett’s-buildings, occupying an area of 
2,280 square feet, estimated to produce an approximate rental of 
£2,000 per annum, held for 72 years unexpired at a moderate ground- 
rent. 


ESSRS. RAGGETT, WILLIAMS, & CO. will 
SELL, by AUCTION, with possession, in One Lot, at the 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on TUESDAY, MAY 1, 
1877, at TWO o’clock punctually. 
May be viewed between the hours of 10 and 4, Particulars and 
conditions of sale, with plan, of 
Messrs. JANSON, COBB, & PEARSON, Solicitors, 41, Finsbury- 
circus, E.C.; of 
Messrs. J. & M. PONTIFEX, Solicitors, St. Andrew’s-street, Hol- 
born-circus, E.C.; 


and of Messrs. RAGGETT, WILLIAMS, & CO., Land and Estate 
Agents, Surveyors, and Auctioneers, 18, Gresham-street, E.C., and 17, 
Middle-street, Brighton. 


ESSRS. RAGGETT, WILLIAMS, & OO. 

solicit information from owners and purchasers, or tenants, 

of their desire to Sell or Let, Rent or Purchase, Estates, Land, Building 

Plots, Houses, Shops, Ground Rents, Reversions, Warehouses, Wharves, 

Offices, Business Premises, Mortgages, &c.—Particulars to 18, Gresham- 
street, E.C., and 17, Middle-street, Brighton. 








THE KEARSNEY ABBEY 


And picturesque Freehold Domain of 90a. 2r. 82p., near Dover, Kent. 
—A substantial, castellated Tudor Mansion, a charming retreat, 
close to the English Channel for yachting, with curtilage and ap- 
pointments, and attractive surroundings in stables, gardens, park, 
leke, river, wood, and ruined abbey. Close to Kearsney Station on 
the London, Chatham, and Dover Railway, three miles from 
Dover, five miles from Folkestone, six {rom Walmer, eleven from 
Canterbury. 


R. BEAL is directed by the Executors of the 

late F. Lyon Barrington, Esq., to offer for SALE, by AUCTION, 

on WEDNESDAY, MAY 16, at ONE for TWO o'clock precisely, the 
KEARSNEY ABSEY MANSION and ESTATE of 90a. 2r. 32p., a 
beautiful Residential Freebold Domain. The mansion, on a terraced 
elevation, was built, regardless of cost, by the late Mr. Fector; it has 
been recently modernized and dccorated in the most attractive style, 
having numerous dormitories for servants, best bed-rooms, splendid 
drawing room 28ft. by 20ft., with coved ceiling 14ft. high, decorated 
with great taste, library 32ft. by 20ft., and adjacent tower room, 
Gining-room, nobly proportioned, 30ft. by 21ft., study, boudoir, and 
morning-rooms, grand billiard-room with emblazoned windows, suites 
of bachelors’ rooms with approaches to garden, terrace, and conserva- 
tory, handsome corridor nearly 50tt. long. The offices are complete ; 
stabling for fourteen horses and standing for six carriages, farmery 
with cow -stalis, -—piggeries,~poult"y yard, pleasure grounds of great 
beauty, with lake, waterfall, ruins of Kearsney Abbey, and the River 
Dour flowing through the demesne, the whole beautifully timbered 
and undulating from the banks of the lake to the wooded height s ser- 
ing, forming a park-like estate of great beauty and attractive- 


Particulars and conditions of sale may be had of 


——_., 
ee 


WHITECHAPEL, 
The Hogarth Estate.—Valuable Freehold Ground-rent of £54 per 
annum, with reversion in 25 years to rack rents, at present amount. 
ing to over £2,000 per annum, secured upon 106 residences, shops, 
dwelling-houses, including a public-house, stables (let to the London 
General Omnibus Company), &c., affording an opportunity of secur. 
ing a sound improving investment. 


NV ESSRS. TATHAM are instructed to offer for- 
SALE, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., in One Lot, on 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 9, at ONE o’clock precisely, the above valuable 
property, which com: anarea of about 2 acres, bounded on the 
east by Grove-street, on the west by Backchurch-lane, and is inter- 
sected by Christian, Batty, and Berner-streets. Estate consists of 
the following houses, &c,:—Nos. 20, 22, 24, 26, 28, 30, and 32, Grove. 
street; Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and -6, Crown-court; Nos. 74, 76, 78, 80, 82, 
84, and 86, Christian-street ; Nos. 79, 81, 83, 85, 87, 89, and 91, Chris. 
tian-street ; Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6, Queen’s-court ; Nos. 21, 23, 25, 27, 
29, 31, and 83, Batty-street; Nos, 20, 22, 24 (the Red Lion), 26, 28, $0, 
and 32, Batty-street; Nos. 1,2, and 3, Batty-place; Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 
4, Batty-court; Nos. 1 and 2, Joyd’s-court ; Nos. 1, 2, and 3, 
Hampshire-court; Nos, 4 and 4a, Hampshire-place; Nos, 1, 2,. 
8, and 4, Murden’s place; Nos. 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31, and 33,. 
Berner-street; Nos. 28, 30, 32, 34, 36, 38, and 40, Berner-street ; 
Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22,. 
23, 24, 25, 26, and 27, Batty’s-garderns ; Nos. 108, 110, 112, and 114, 
Backchurch-lane; Stables, yard, &c. The houses are in the occupa. 
tion of respectable tenants, and are in a fair state of repair. 
Particulars and diti of sale, with plan, may shortly be ob.. 
tained of 
Messrs. BRETTELL, SMYTHE, & BRETTELL, Solicitors, 2, 
Staple-inn, W.C. ; 
and of Messrs, TATHAM, Land Agents and Surveyors, 27, Southamp- 
ton-buildings, Chancery-lane, W,C. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARMER'S 

LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting and Shooting 
Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property and 
Investments generally, is published on the first day of each months 
and may be obtained, free ofcharge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, H.C., 
or wil! be sent by postin return for two stamps,—Particulars for inser- 
tion should be received not later than four days previous tothe end 
of the preceding month. 











CITY OF LONDON. 

A noble Pile of Buildings, situate in the broadest part of Queen-street, 
Cheapside, close to Queen Victoria-street, and in one of the best posi-- 
_tions for business in the City. It covers an area of 3,727 feet, and 
has the important return frontage of about 130 feet; there are six 
imposing shops on the ground floor, with roomy basements beneath,. 
and numerous suites of lofty and well-lighted offices above. The 
property is in the occupation of well-known, first-class tenants, 
principally on lease, at moderate rentals, which on any re-lettings. 
will be capable of increase. The central situation of the premises 
(almost within a stone’s-throw of the Mansion House), the substan-- 
tiality of the structure, and the admirable arrangements throughout, 
tend to insure a beneficial occupation of the property, which there- 
fore affords an excellent security to trustees and others seeking a 
safe and lucrative investment. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, & FARMER 
are instructed by the Proprietor to SELL, at the MART, on 
TUESDAY, APRIL 24, the substantial and important BLOCK of 
PREMISES, Nos. 76, 77, 78, 79,80, 81, and 82, Queen-street, Cheap- 
side, in the City of London, let as follows :— 
The Ground Floors: 
Messrs. Sotheran & Co., Booksellers, on lease for 21 or 42 years 


from Christmas, 1876, at per annum ... oe ab oe w £100 
Messrs. Novello & Oo., Music Publishers, on lease for 7, 14, or 
21 years from March, 1876, at per annum ... one ove we §=— 500 
he Boulinikon Floorcloth and Manufacturing Company, for 3, 
7, 14, or 21 years from June, 1875, at per annum... ose ove 300 
Messrs. Simon & Co., on agreement for three years from 
Christmas, 1874, at per annum... ond ice 000 cee) eet Oe 
The First Floors. 
Messrs. Dun & Co., on lease for 21 years from March, 1874, at 
perannom ... vee 400 


Henry Labouchere, Esq., on lease for seven years from Michael- 
mas, 1876, at per annum (with option of renewing at £300) ... 250 
J.M. Green, Esq., Solicitor, yearly tenant, at perannum ... 110 
Messrs. Koenemann & Schulze, General Merchants, for three 
years from Lady-day, 1877, atperannum ... .. se ose 8 


The Second Floors. 


Four rooms in hand, annual value ... sso sss ave wee 00 
Messrs. Reid, Pratt, & Reid, Merchants, on lease for 7 or 14 
years from March, 1876, at per annum ieee aie 
W. Schwaben, Esq., General Merchant, yearly tenant, at 
perannum... ,., Sais? thy wee tied cowil. qlettts boocd ame 
J. P. Clark, Esq., Merchant, yearly tenant, at perannum ... 70 
The Third Floors, 
Four rooms in hand, annual Value... 90 sss teste 200 
Messrs. J. D. Nicol & Co., Accountants, on agreement for 
three years from March, 1876, at per annum vce Ge. OD 
Two rooms in hand, annual value ... ss. orn wees 
One room inhand,annual value ww. .. we a a 
Wobal... © ico cco ncn ene OOO 


The entire property is held direct from the City Commissioners of 
Sewers for a term of 80 years from 1872, at the moderate ground-rent 





Pe. GAMLEN & SONS, Solicitors, No. 3, Gray’s-inn-square ; 
W. H. HUDSON, Eeq., 1, Furnfval’s-inn ; 


atthe Mart; and of the Auctioneer, 20, Regent-street, Waterloo. | 


of £1,289 10s. per annum. 
= with plans, views, and conditions of sale, may be ob- 


tained o' 

C. J. ORTON, Esq., Solicitor, 84. Basinghall-street ; 
and of Messrs, DEBENHAM, TEWSON, & FARMER, Auctioneers and: 
Land Agents, 80, Cheapside, E.C. 
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